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2. 


Die andere Lehre, die in den Jahren der theologifden Arbeit 
D. Pieper3 in den Vordergrund geriict wurde, twar die Lehre bon der 
Gnade Gottes. Seine Theologie und deren mündliche und fchrift- 
lide Bezeugung feinerfeits tar eben immer zeitgemäß. Er hatte nicht 
Zeit und Luft, fide mit rein akademiſchen Erörterungen und Problemen 
gu befaſſen. Und wie e8 die Beit erforderte, trieb er eine Lehre nach 
Luthers befannter Anweiſung in feiner Vorrede gum Roimerbrief: ,, Cine 
jegliche Lehre hat ihre Mae, Beit und Alter.” (St. Nouifer Ausg. 
oe). Sola Gratia. 

Qn diefem Lehritiic ijt D. Piepers theologiſche Tatigkeit befonders 
befannt und anerfannt worden, und erft kürzlich at ein Lehrer der 
Dogmatif, der zugleich bem Gang der Ereignifje in den lebten Yahr- 
zehnten in der lutheriſchen Kirche Amerifas aufmerffam gefolgt ijt, Prof. 
D. M. Reu vom Wartburg-Seminar in Dubuque, Jowa, folgende Worte 
geſchrieben: „Es ijt dod wohl fein [Pieper] und Walthers Verdientt, 
daß das sola gratia, bon dem die lutheriſche Kirche allegeit lebte und 
das fie ſtets verkündigt Hat, auch theoretifd immer entfdiedener unter 
der lutheriſchen Kirche unfers Landes gur vollen Auswirkung fam und 
Sauberfeit theologifden Denkens gefordert wurde.” (Kirchliche Beit- 
ſchrift, 55, 433.) 

Dak D. Pieper gerade diefe Lehre gum Hauptgegen|tand feiner 
theologiſchen Darftellung gemacht hat und zeitlebens fo entfdhieden fiir 
fie eingetreten ijt, tar eben veranlaßt durd den die amerifanijd-luthe- 
riſche Kirche tief bewegenden Streit über die Lehre bon der Befehrung 
und Gnadenwahl. Und gang mit Recht hat er öfters den Gedanfen aus- 
gefproden, dak wir fiir diefen Lehritreit im letzten Grunde nicht danfbar 
genug fein fonnten, denn aller Synergi8mus fet als folder erfannt und 
abgewieſen und die göttliche Gnade in ihrer vollen, klaren Herrlichkeit 


und Wleinurfachlidfeit unfers Heils erwiefen worden. Yn diefem 
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Rampfe um das sola gratia hat Pieper fünfzig Jahre lang in der Tat 
eine Fiihrerjtelle eingenommen, ijt einer der Rufer im Streite getwefen 
und ijt wiederum nicht miide getvorden, immer und immer wieder den 
Punkt hervorgubeben, auf den e3 anfommt. Er hat in feiner Schrift 
„Die Grunddiffereng in der Lehre bon der VBefehrung und Gnadenwahl“ 
recht deutlich gegzeigt, was eben eigentlich die Differeng fei. Cr hatte e3 
mehr alg einmal aus dem Munde und aus den Sdhriften der Bekämpfer 
der AWleinurjacdhlidfeit der Gnade bernommen, worauf es diefen anfam, 
und pflegte ofters gu ergablen, mie einer der Hauptfiihrer auf der 
andern Geite im Rampf ihm direkt gefagt habe: „Geben Sie mir ein 
Pünktlein im Menfehen, und dann bin ich gufrieden.“ Cr wußte in 
Diefem Lehritreit aud) den Gegnern bis in die feinften Gedanfengange 
gu folgen und da den bverijtedtejten Synergismus aufgudeden. Das 
geigen wiederum feine gablreichen Artikel, die fic) Durch die bielen Yabhr- 
gange bon „Lehre und Wehre“ giehen. Und darum hat er auch bis 
gulebt gegen den Gab gefampft, den man auf der andern Geite auf- 
ftellte, Daf die Bekehrung und Seligfeit eines Menfden nicht allein von 
Gotte3 Gnade, fondern auch bon dem Verhalten de3 Menſchen abhange, 
Hat immer twieder mit den Worten des elften Artifels der RKonfordien- 
formel, den er ohne Nachſchlagen bon Paragraph zu Paragraph angeben 
fonnte und groptenteils auswendig wußte, betont die „gleiche Schuld“ 
(in eadem culpa) aller Menjdjen und das gleich „üble Verhalten” aller 
Menſchen gegen die gottlide Gnade. (Ronfordienformel!, 11. Art., Trigl., 
©. 1080, § 57f.) Go hat er eben aud den feinften Synergismus aus⸗ 
gejchieden und befampft, und das ift wohl fein größtes Verdienft um die 
amerikaniſch⸗lutheriſche Kirche und die Chrijtenheit iiberhaupt. Cr trat 
Da in die Fuptapfen Walthers, der in feinem epochemadenden Artifel 
bom Sabre 1872 ,, Xft es wirklich lutheriſche Lehre, dak die Seligkeit des 
Menſchen im lebten Grunde auf de3 Menfden freier eigener Entichei- 
dung beruhe?“ (18, 193) das offentlide Zeugnis der Wahrheit tat- 
ſächlich begonnen hatte, ehe Ende der fiebgziger Jahre der eigentlice 
Kampf ausbrach. Pieper fdrieb dDarum aud {pater einen Artifel mit 
gang ähnlich flingendDem und doch durch die Rontroverje etwas verander- 
tem Titel: „Iſt es wirklich lutherifde Lehre, dak des Menſchen Bez 
fehrung und Geligfeit nidt allein bon Gotte3 Gnade, fondern in gewiſſer 
Hinſicht auch von dem Verhalten de3 Menfden abhangig fet?” (37, 289). 
Und gleich in einem feiner erjten WArtifel in ,ehre und Wehre“ macht er 
„Einige Bemerfungen hauptſächlich die Grunddiffereng im gegen- 
twartigen Streit betreffend” (27, 333) und fagt da unter anderm: 

„Wir beginnen mit dem Hauptpunfte. Der Hauptpunft ijt nod 
immer und wird e3 immer mehr: die Lehre bon der Befehrung. Worauf 
fdon von Anfang an hingewieſen worden ijt, betwahrheitet ſich immer 
mehr: wären tir in der Lehre bon der Vekehrung einig, fo würden wit 
aud gar bald in der Lehre von der Gnadenwahl uns in vollfommener 
itbereinjtimmung fehen. Das Magazine fieht in unferer Vehre von der 
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Sefehrung die Ouinteffeng unfers Yrrtum3. Wir hingegen find 
überzeugt, daß unfere Gegner die ihnen begeugte Wahrheit deshalb 
Irrtum nennen, teil fie entweder in der Lehre bon der Bekehrung falſch 
ftehen oder doch in begug auf diefelbe fic) in einer traurigen Verivirrung 
befinden. 

„Das Magazine unterfdeidet ein natiirlides und ein mut— 
williges Widerftreben des Menfden gegen die Befehrungsgnade. 
Was es unter dem ,natiirlicen’ Widerftreben verjteht, wird nicht näher 
auseinandergefebt. Das ,muttvillige’ mird naber als das ,mutivillige 
im eigentliden Ginne‘ und al8 ein folches begeidnet, welches 
die Befehrung, folange e3 da ijt, nicht gujtande fommen apt. 
‘Many who have wilfully resisted have been converted, but not as 
long as they thus resisted.’ Go weit mag alles hingehen, wenn auch 
die Vegriffsbeftimmung nicht deutlich genug gegeben ijt. Xun aber fagt 
Das Magazine weiter, Dah nidt der Heilige Geift diefes mut— 
willige Widerftreben, welches, folange es da ijt, die Befehrung nicht 
gujtande fommen lat, fortnehme. Es fdreibt: ,Wenn der Heilige Geijt 
e3 betwirft, dak das muttvillige Widerftreben aufhirt, dann fonnte nie 
ein mutwillig-beharrlides Widerftreben entjtehen, und dann 
fonnte iiberhaupt fein Grund angegeben werden, warum nicht alle Hirer 
des Changeliums befehrt werden. Die Schrift und unfer Sefenntnis 
Tehren, daß Gott in der Befehrung aus dem Uniwilligen einen Willigen 
made, des Menſchen Widerjtreben und Abneigung gegen die Wahrheit 
oder die Gnade Gottes wegnehme; aber dak er auch das mutwillige 
Widerjtreben twegnehmen follte, das ijt ein gang anderes Ding und 
fonnte nur dDurd eine untwiderftehlidhe Gnade gefdehen. Wenn 
ein Menſch nicht befehrt wird, fo ijt nach diefer Theorie die Schuld 
Gotte3. Denn wenn der Heilige Geift nicht bloß das natürliche Wider- 
ſtreben, Feindſchaft, Unwilligfeit und Widerjtand gegen das Cbangelium 
wegnimmt, fondern aud fein mutwilliges Widerftreben, fo wiirden 
alle Menfchen befehrt werden.‘ Soweit das Magazine. Es lehrt hier 
aljo flar und deutlich: Leute, die mutwillig widerſtrebt haben, 
fonnen dennoch befehrt werden. Es redet alfo nidt von einem 
folden Widerftreben, weldhes eine Befehrung iberhaupt unmög— 
lich macht. Aber nit der Heilige Geift entfernt diefes mut— 
willige Widerftreben, fondern — ein Drittes gibt e3 nicht — der Menſch 
felbjt mit feinen natiirlicjen Rraften. Go will das Magazine des- 
halb lehren, weil man fonft nicht einfehen fonne, warum nicht alle 
Menſchen bekehrt werden, und weil man ſonſt auf eine „unwiderſtehliche 
Gnade‘ fomme. 


„Hiermit Hat das Magazine deutlich geoffenbart, da es aus 
Rationalismus herborgehenden Synergismus lehrt. Es ift 
Shnergismus, wenn man dem Menfden gujdreibt, daß er das mut— 
willige Widerſtreben aus eigenen Kräften laſſen könne. Vermöchte er 
dies, dann ware er nicht tot in Sünden, dann wäre feine natiirliche 
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Gefinnung nidt Feindſchaft wider Gott. Unfer Befenntnis 
fagt (F.C., Sol. Decl. II, 24): „Zuvor und ehe der Menſch 
Durdh den GHeiligen Geift erleudtet, befehret, 
wiedergeboren, berneuert und gegogen wird, fann er 
fiir fich felbjt und aus feinen eigenen natiirliden Kräften in geiſtlichen 
Saden und feiner felbjt Befehrung oder Wiedergeburt etwas angu- 
fangen, twirfen oder mitgutvirfen gleid) fo wenig als ein Stein oder 
Blod oder Ton. Denn ob er wohl die augerliden Gliedmaßen regieren 
und das Evangelium hören und etlidermafen betrachten, auc) davon 
reden fann, wie in den Phariſäern und Heudhlern gu fehen, fo halt 
er es Dod fiir Torheit und fann es nicht glauben, halt ſich aud 
in Dem Fall arger als ein Blod, dak er Gottes Willen wider- 
fpenftig und feind ift, wo nidt der Heilige Geift in ihm kräftig 
ijt und den Glauben und andere gottgefallige Tugenden und Gehorjam 
in ifm angiindet und wirket.“ Dies geniigt ſchon, um gu beweiſen, dak 
e8 ein falfder, unlutheriſcher Wahn ijt, wenn man behauptet, der Menſch 
fonne das mutivillige Widerjtreben aus eigenen Kraften lafjen. Gibt 
der Menfsh nur durch Wirkung des Heiligen Geijte3 
feine Widerjpenftigfeit und Feindſchaft gegen Gott auf, fo läßt er auc 
nidt aus eigenen Kräften das mutiwillige Widerftreben. Wenn 
das Magazine richtig als Lehre unſers Bekenntniſſes anfiihrt, daß Gott 
bei der Befehrung aus den Untwilligen Willige made, fo hat es fich damit 
{don felbjt widerlegt. Könnte der Menſch aus fich felbft das mutivillige 
Widerjtreben laſſen, dann wäre er gar fehr bei feiner VBefehrung dem 
Heiligen Geijt behilflidh. Man beachte, wie das Magazine fich die Be- 
fehrung eines Menfden, der mutivillig twiderjtrebt, denft. Es fagt: 
,Cin Menſch fann heute mutiwillig widerſtreben und morgen befehrt 
twerden.£ Das muß im Ginne de3 Magazine fo umſchrieben werden: 
Cin Menſch widerjtrebt heute mutivillig und wird darum heute nicht 
befehrt. über Nacht aber nimmt er ſich gujammen, ſpannt alle feine 
natiirliden Kräfte an und befiegt das mutivillige Widerjtreben. Go ijt 
er am nächſten Tage durch ſeine eigene Vereitung in einen Zuſtand ge- 
fommen, in welchem er ein paſſendes Objeft fiir die Befehrung ijt. Cr 
hat aus eigener Kraft das mutmillige Widerjtreben auf dad 
natirlice rebdugiert. Mun wird er befehrt.. Cr hat ſich nun ridtig 
verhalten’, hat den richtigen conduct geleijtet. Nun weiß er aud, 
fwarum gerade er bor bielen andern befehrt worden ijt. Cr hat fid 
eben recht gufammengenommen und aus eigenen Rraften das die Bez 
fehrung verhindernde Widerſtreben gelaffen, während andere da3 nidt 
getan haben. Nun fieht die menſchliche Vernunft e3 aud gang 
gut ein, warum nur einige und nicht alle Menfden befehrt werden. 
Jedes Geheimnis ijt aus der Lehre von der Bekehrung befeitigt.” 
(27, 334 ff.) 

Pieper wies dann auch ſchlagend nach, dak der Synergigmus nidt 
befeitigt twerde, wenn man mit den feineren Synergiſten behaupte, daß 
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der Menſch freilid) nicht aus natiirliden, wohl aber mit bon der Gnade 
geſchenkten Kräften das Widerftreben laffe. Denn immer werde dabei 
etwas in den Menſchen gelegt, was allein und ausſchließlich der gött— 
Yichen Gnade gufomme. Darum behandelte er im Laufe der Jahre — 
wir greifen nur einige feiner bielen Beitrage heraus — die Themata: 
„Das ,mutivillige Widerfireben’“ (28, 210); „Widerſtehliche‘ und 
unwiderſtehliche Gnade” (33, 117); „Das Geheimni3 in der Lehre 
pon der Vefehrung und Gnadenwahl“ (34, 33); „Die Lehre von der 
Selbſtentſcheidung“ des Menfden in der Bekehrung“ (39, 106) und 
,Onade” (50, 433). Den lebtgenannten, beſonders ſchönen und flaren 
Urtifel beginnt er mit folgenden Worten: 

„Mehrere kirchliche Zeitidriften haben fiirglich wieder die folgende 
befannte Erzählung abgedrudt: „Als der berithmte hollandijde Arzt 
Boerhaave eines Tages in der Wnatomie vor ſeinen Studenten die Lzide 
eines hingeridteten Miſſetäters offnen tvollte, wurde er plötzlich bleich 
und begann gu gittern. Die Studenten ſahen ihn fragend an, denn fie 
wußten nur gu gut, dag ihr Profeffor nicht übertrieben weich twar. 
„O meine Herren“, fagte Boerhaave hicrauf, „mit diefem Manne habe ih 
meine Jugend gugebracht. Nun bin ich der geehrte Boerhaave, und er 
liegt Hier. Laſſen Sie mich e3 Bonen ausipreden, dak ih außer 
Der Gnade Gottes feinen einzigen Grund weif, wes— 
halb ich nicht hier an feiner Stelle liege.“‘” Und dann fahrt Pieper 
fort: „In dieſer Crgahlung fommt der ſchriftgemäße Begriff bon ,Gnades 
gum Wusdruc. Der ſchriftgemäße Begriff von Gnade fakt gerade aud 
dies in ſich DAB bei einer Vergleidhung der Seligwerdenden 
mit den Verlorengehenden die erjteren bor Gott nicht beffer find oder, 
was dasſelbe ijt, in nicht geringerer Schuld bor Gott find als 
die lebteren. Wer zwar fagt: Ich werde aus Gnaden felig’, dann aber 
dod) bei ciner Vergleichung feiner felbft mit den Verloren- 
gehenden in fich felbjt, in feinem ,Verhalten’ uf. einen Crflarungs- 
grund findet, weshalb gerade er im Unterjdiede bon andern befehrt 
und felig wird, der hat den ſchriftgemäßen Begriff bon Gnade nod nicht 
erfannt und verſteht im Grunde nod) nichts von der in der Heiligen 
Schrift geoffenbarten Religion. Deshalb ſchärft die GHeilige Schrift 
Alten und Neuen Teſtaments immer und immer twieder den rechten 
Begriff von Gnade ein.” (50, 433.) 

Diefe Betonung des sola gratia war wiederum fiir Pieper nicht 
etwa bloß theoretifde, wiſſenſchaftliche Feſtſtellung, ſondern, wie gerade 
das letzte Zitat zeigt, im eminenteften Sinne des Wortes prattifde 
Theologie. Er wußte aus eigener Herzenserfahrung heraus, daß eben 
alles zuſammenbricht und dahinfällt, wenn unſer Heil nicht allein auf 
Gottes freier, unverdienter Gnade ruht. Darum zitierte er ſo oft und 
fo emphatiſch das Wort Luthers, als Erasmus, dieſer Ergvater aller 
Shnergijten, die Gnadenlehre befampft hatte und der Neformator ihm 
zurief: Iugulum petisti, „du Haft das Meffer an die Keble geſetzt“, du 
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willft mir das , Wein aus Gnaden” rauben (De Servo Arbitrio, St. 
Rouifer Ausg. XVII, 1967). Und in feinem Synodalreferat vom 
Sabre 1929 hat er nochmals ausgefiihrt: 

„Inſonderheit ijt auch innerhalb der amerikaniſch-lutheriſchen 
Rirdhe das ,allein aus Gnaden‘ mit gropem Ernſt befampft und ber- 
worfen worden. Hiergulande wurde nicht nur gelehrt, dak die Be- 
fehrung und Geligfeit bom rechten erhalten des Menſchen abbange, 
fondern aud ingugefiigt, ter nicht fo lehre, fondern Sefehrung und 
Seligfeit allein der Gnade Gottes zuſchreibe, der irre im Fundament des 
Glaubens, fet ein falfder Lehrer, ein Wolf im Schafskleide, ein Calz- 
binijt. Die un hiergulande in der Lehre von der Bekehrung und 
Gnadenwahl jo ernſtlich befampften, ftellten fich wahrhaftig vor die durch 
Chrijtum offene Himmelstiir mit der Forderung, die furg, aber voll- 
fommen ridtig fo gujammengefakt worden ijt: Cintritt nur auf Grund 
des rechten menfdliden Verhalten3, no admittance except on good 
behavior. Man twendete ein: Wir meinen nidt rechtes Verhalten an fich, 
fondern nur vergleichsweiſe. Wir meinen nur, dak die, welche in den 
Simmel fommen twollen, ein geringeres Widerjtreben und eine geringere 
Schuld aufweiſen müſſen im Vergleich mit denen, die nicht befehrt und 
felig twerden. Aber wenn wir fo arqumentieren, madden twir erjt recht 
offenbar, dak wir Himmelsverſchluß praftizgieren. Denn gerade mit 
Dem vergleichsweiſe befferen BVerhalten und der vergleichsweiſe ge- 
ringeren Schuld, die wir uns gufdreiben, treten wir in den Orden der 
Phariſäer cin, die ungeredhtfertigt in ihr Haus hinabgehen, alfo fich bom 
Himmel ausfdlieken, folange fie Orden3glieder bleiben. Denn fo bez 
fdreibt der GHeiland die Gedanfen eines Pbharifaers: Ich danfe dir, 
Gott, dak ich nicht bin wie die andern Leute: Rauber, Ungeredhte, Che- 
breder oder auch wie diefer Zollner. Luther gebraucht eine ftarfe 
Spradje in bezug auf das vergleichsweiſe Vefferfeiniwollen, eine Sprace, 
Die unfere givilifierten Obren beleidigt. Luther nennt e3 einen ,heim- 
lichen‘ und ,greuliden Tück‘ des Teufel, wenn jemand fic in feinem 
Herzen bor Gott aud nur iiber eine Hure erhebt. Wörtlich ſagt Luther: 
,Gott verbietet dir, daß du dich iiber feine Hure erhebeft, wenn du gleid 
Abraham, David, Petrus oder Paulus wäreſt.““ (75, 232.) 

Und bet diefer Bezeugung und Verteidigung der Gnadenlehre war 
D. Pieper nicht etwa nur polemifd und negativ tatig — jeder feiner 
Artikel ijt aud pofitiv, konſtruktiv —, fondern e3 fam ifm ſehr darauf 
an, dak in diefem Punkte die lutheriſche Kirche Amerifas einig würde. 
Das war ihm wirklich Herzensſache. Go verfafte er die Schrift „Zur 
Cinigung der amerikaniſch-lutheriſchen Kirche in der Lehre bon der Vez 
fehrung und Gnadenwahl“, die Dann aud unter dem Titel Conversion 
and Election in englifher Sprade erfdienen ijt. Cr betonte diefes 
Moment immer twieder in befonderen Artifeln in ,Lehre und Wehre“, 
nahm teil an interfynodalen Ronferengen, beleudhtete die „norwegiſchen 
Vereinigungsthefen” (56, 456), ſchrieb einen Artikel „Zur Cinigung” 
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(62, 145), behanbdelte die „St. Pauler Vereinigungsthefen” (63, 1) 
und die „Madiſoner Thefen”, das fogenannte norwegiſche „Opgjör“ 
(68, 97). Und fein lebtes Synodalreferat und ebenfo fein lebtes 
theologiſches Schriftſtück legen Zeugnis ab von dem grofen heiligen 
Ernſt, der ihn in diefer Sache geit ſeines Lebens betwegte. Wir be— 
giehen uns auf feinen befonders ſchönen, allgemeinverftandlidjen Vor⸗ 
trag auf der Delegatenjynode bon 1929, ,,Der offene Himmel”, in dem 
er noc) einmal die universalis gratia und das sola gratia mit herg- 
anbdringenden Worten befennt (75, 196). 

Das andere Dofument find die vor furgem in Ddiefer Beitfchrift 
deutſch und engliſch veröffentlichten „Theſen gur furgen Darlegung der 
Lehrſtellung der Miffourifynode”. Wir fonnen wohl fagen, dak er in 
diejen Thefen, die in den Wintermonaten dieſes Jahres hauptſächlich von 
ifm auSgearbeitet wurden, fein lebtes Sefenntni3, gleichſam fein Teſta— 
ment, an feine Rirde niedergelegt hat. Cr war ſchon leidend, als diefe 
Theſen in der jebt borliegenden Form bon dem betreffenden Komitee 
angenommen wurden, ging aber mit gangem, vollem Eifer auf diefe 
Gache ein. Und als bei einer der lebten Unterredungen, die ic) mit 
ifm hatte, nur einige Wochen vor feinem Tode, wir wieder auf diefe 
Gaden famen, die ihn innerlich immer befdaftigten, fagte er mir mit 
gropem, heiligem Ernſte, wie bor dem Angefichte Gottes, daw er fidh 
anheiſchig made, diefe Thejen als genuin lutheriſche Lehre vor Kirche 
und Welt gu beweifen und gu verteidigen. 

Go twar e8 ein fejter, entſchiedener, Harafterfefter Theolog, ein 
treu Tutherifder Theolog, der un3 und der gangen Kirche in D. Pieper 
gefdentt tar und deſſen Andenfen alle, die die bibliſch-lutheriſche Lehre 
fejthalten wollen, hochhalten werden. L. Firbringer. 
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(Prolegomena. ) 


The Nature and Constitution of Sacred Theology. 
Primary and Secondary Fundamental Doctrines. 


The fundamental doctrines of the Christian religion may be 
divided into primary and secondary fundamental doctrines. Also 
this distinction is Scriptural, practical, and useful, for it helps the 
Christian theologian to discriminate rightly between the fundamental 
doctrines themselves. As we have learned, fundamental doctrines are 
such as constitute the foundation of the Christian faith; yet not all 
fundamental doctrines constitute this foundation in the same manner. 
Hollaz rightly observes (53): “All the fundamental articles of faith 
must necessarily be known, but the grades of this necessity are dif- 
ferent.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 99.) Thus the primary fundamental articles 
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are of such absolute importance that, if they are denied, there is no 
foundation whatever on which saving faith may rest. All the doctrines 
enumerated before under the heading “fundamental articles of faith” 
are to be classified as primary fundamental articles; for if these are 
given up, Christianity cannot exist. Secondary fundamental doc- 
trines, on the other hand, while also serving as a foundation of faith, 
do not do so primarily and absolutely. Examples of secondary funda- 
mental doctrines are those of Holy Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 
These two Sacraments, instituted by Christ, our Lord, are given to us 
as a foundation of faith besides the Gospel; for the same grace and 
forgiveness proffered and conveyed to us in the Word of God are prof- 
fered and conveyed to us also in them. Acts 2,38: “Repent and be 
baptized, every one of you, for the remission of sins.” Matt. 26,28 
(Luke 22, 19 ff.): “This is My blood of the new testament, which is 
shed for many for the remission of sins.” On this gracious offer of 
pardon, sealed by Christ in the Sacraments, the Christian faith rests, 
and in the same manner and to the same degree as it rests on our 
Lord’s offer of pardon made in the Word. For this reason the doc- 
trines of Holy Baptism and of Holy Communion are fundamental; 
they are the foundation of the Christian’s faith. Nevertheless, a per- 
son may be ignorant of these doctrines, or he may even err with regard 
to them and yet be saved, provided he clings to the promise of for- 
giveness offered in the Gospel. The reason for this is obvious. The 
whole forgiveness which Christ has secured for sinners by His death 
on the cross is offered and conveyed to the believer in the Gospel, 
so that, if he trusts in the Gospel-promise, he possesses through faith 
all the merits of Christ, with spiritual life and eternal salvation. This 
does not mean that the sacramental promise is superfluous. The 
Christian Church can never dispense with the Sacraments since they 
convey the spiritual blessings of our divine Savior in a specially clear 
and comforting manner. The Sacraments are the visible Word 
(Verbum visibile) and the individual application (applicatio in- 
dividualis) of divine grace. But the Christian believer, who trusts in 
the divine promise of pardon which is offered in the Gospel to all men, 
is already in possession of salvation. The Sacraments offer nothing 
new; they only seal and confirm the same grace and the same absolu- 
tion which the Gospel announces, gives, and confers. In this sense 
the Sacraments are not absolutely necessary; and for this reason we 
call the doctrines of Holy Baptism and Holy Communion secondary 
fundamental doctrines. Nor should we reject this distinction; for it 
points out to us where we must draw the line between Christians and 
non-Christians. Thus the believing children of God in the Reformed 
churches err with regard to the essence and purpose of the Sacra- 
ments, and this error we must regard as one which is both dangerous 
and pernicious. Still they trust in the grace which is offered to them 
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in the Gospel, and as long as they do that, we cannot deny their state 
of faith. In other words, we must still regard them as Christians, 
though as weak and erring Christians and such as constantly en- 
danger their state of grace by not accepting the whole Word of Christ. 
What has just been said of the children of God in the Reformed 
churches pertains also to believers in other sects and in the Roman 
Catholic Church. As long as a believer trusts in the grace of Christ 
offered in the Word, as did the thief on the cross, he is saved, even 
though he has never received the blessings of the Sacraments. Hollaz 
(51) is therefore right in saying of the secondary fundamental 
articles as such: “A simple want of acquaintance with them does not 
prevent salvation, but the pertinacious denial of, and hostility to, 
them overturn the foundation of faith.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 99.) 

In his remark about secondary fundamental doctrines, Hollaz 
directs our attention to a very important truth. The distinction 
between primary and secondary fundamental doctrines must never be 
abused in the interest of tolerating false doctrine. A pertinacious 
denial of, and manifest hostility to, the secondary fundamental doc- 
trines, as to all doctrines of Holy Scripture, must in the end overturn 
the foundation of the faith; for this implies resistance against the 
Holy Spirit. Of this we must continually remind all errorists, even 
if we cannot deny their state of grace. Let every Christian theologian 
remember : — 

1. That he is commanded by Christ to teach all the doctrines of 
God’s Word and not to ignore or deny a single one. Matt. 28, 20: 
“Teach them to observe all things.” 

2. That every departure from the Word of God is, according to 
God’s express decree, a scandal (oxdvdaiov), or offense. Rom. 16,17: 
“Mark them which cause offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye 
have learned.” No theologian can teach errors without giving offense 
to others; and this is a most serious matter. Matt. 18,7: “Woe to 
that man by whom the offense cometh!” Op. also Luke 17,1; Rom. 
14,18: “That no man put a stumbling-block, or an occasion to fall, 
in his brother’s way.” 2Cor.6,3: “Giving no offense in anything, 
that the ministry be not blamed.” 

3. That every one who sets aside the clear testimony of God’s 
Word in a single point rejects the entire Word of God as the only 
source and standard of faith; for Holy Scripture must be believed 
and taught not merely in its general scope of truth, but in all its 
Parts and words. Luther rightly says: “The Holy Spirit [speaking 
in Holy Scripture] cannot be separated or divided, so that He should 
teach and have us believe one doctrine as true and another as false.” 
(St. Louis Ed., XX, 1871.) All the teachings of God’s Word are so 
intimately interwoven that, when one is denied, all the rest are like- 
wise affected by such denial, that is to say, “one error produces 
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another,” as the history of dogma proves. If there are exceptions to 
this rule, they must be attributed to the wonderful sustaining grace 
of God alone. Due to God’s grace an erring theologian sometimes, by 
a strange “fortunate inconsistency,” does not personally believe what 
he officially teaches; or again, he does not, in his own life of faith, 
draw the deadly inferences which his rationalistic rejection of divine 
truth suggests. Thus many a synergist who officially affirmed man’s 
cooperation in conversation, in his own personal dealings with God as 
a penitent sinner disavowed this pernicious error and trusted in divine 
grace alone for salvation. Again, erring theologians who publicly 
and officially denied the universality of divine grace yet proclaimed 
and asserted the universal character of divine grace and of Christ’s 
redemption when they preached the Gospel to the common people. 
This fortunate retraction of error they owed to the unspeakable 
mercy of God, who earnestly desires the salvation of sinners. How- 
ever, also this truth must not be abused in the interest of spiritual 
indifferentism. While we admit that there is a “fortunate incon- 
sistency,” we must admit also that there is an “unfortunate con- 
sistency” by which theologians who offend in one point are led to 
offend in many and even all. In other words, the proclamation of 
one error leads consistently to the proclamation of others and, in the 
end, to the denial of the entire Scriptural truth. Against this fatal 
consequence of denying God’s Word and indulging in error, Luther 
earnestly warns all Christian theologians when he writes: “You 
must not say: I purpose to err as a Christian. Christian erring oc- 
curs only from ignorance.” (St.Louis Ed., XIX, 1132.) Luther 
admits that there is such an anomaly as “Christian erring”; that is 
to say, even a true Christian at times errs due to weakness or owing 
to ignorance. But this “Christian erring” becomes an “unchristian 
erring” as soon as a person deliberately and knowingly yieds to error. 
Such “unchristian erring” must needs overturn the foundation of 
faith and endanger salvation. Let the Christian theologian, then, be 
warned. Indifferentism with respect to the doctrines of Holy Scrip- 
ture and spiritual unionism resulting therefrom are diametrically 
opposed to God’s Word, which warns us: “A man that is an heretic, 
after the first and second admonition reject, knowing that he that is 
such is subverted and sinneth, being condemned of himself,” Titus 
8,10.11. Holy Scripture never justifies the inculcation of error, but 
always and most vehemently condemns it as a oxavdalov. 

4. That the whole Christian Church, in order to preserve un- 
adulterated its purity of doctrine, must continually guard against 
every error by which Satan would cause divisions and offenses. To 
this end it must rebuke even the least error and departure from the 
truth that is in Christ Jesus. Gal.5,9: “A little leaven leaveneth 
the whole lump.” For it is the “little leaven” of false doctrine with 
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which the whole corruption of the entire Christian theology usually 
begins. Modernism, with its crass rejection of all the Scriptural 
truths, is but the result of the indifferentism of theologians and 
churches that allowed the “little leaven” a place in their system of 
dogmas. Let errorists deny the doctrine of the verbal inspiration of 
Holy Scripture, and the step is not far to the denial of the whole 
doctrine of the inspiration of God’s Word. Let the sola gratia be 
removed from the corpus doctrinae, and the rejection of Christ’s 
vicarious atonement will soon follow. The Christian theologian can- 
not err in “little things” without erring, sooner or later, also in the 
“great things” of salvation. That is the “unfortunate consistency” 
of tolerating error. How deadly it is, is known by all earnest Chris- 
tians who have studied Holy Scripture and the history of the Chris- 


tian Church. 
Non-Fundamental Doctrines. 


Non-fundamental doctrines of Holy Scripture are such as do not 
constitute the foundation of faith, inasmuch as they do not offer and 
convey to sinners forgiveness of sins and thus make them children of 
God through faith in Christ. Their sphere is not that of salvation, 
but rather the instruction, consolation, and exhortation of God’s 
saints, who through faith in the fundamental doctrines of God’s Word 
already possess salvation. Hollaz describes non-fundamental doctrines 
(53) as “parts of the Christian doctrine which one may be ignorant 
of or omit and yet be saved.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 92.) Such doctrines 
are, for example, those of the angels, of Antichrist, etc. As we see, 
these doctrines do not create saving faith in Christ, but they are given 
for the comfort or warning of those who already believe in Christ. 
This does not mean that the non-fundamental doctrines are useless; 
in many respects their importance is indeed very great, and so they 
must not be dispensed with. Thus the doctrine concerning the holy 
angels magnifies divine grace and strengthens our faith in God’s 
merciful providence. Both quantitatively and qualitatively this doc- 
trine constitutes a weighty part of Christian theology. This fact the 
Christian theologian must never overlook. Again, the doctrine con- 
cerning Antichrist instructs with regard to, and warns us against, the 
greatest fraud ever perpetrated within Christendom, and evangelical 
theology would suffer a most serious loss if this doctrine would be 
eliminated. For this reason also the non-fundamental doctrines are 
necessary and must be inculcated with becoming earnestness and 
emphasis. 2 Tim. 3,16: “All Scripture is given by inspiration of God 
and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instrue- 
tion in righteousness.” Nevertheless, the non-fundamental doctrines 
are not properly the object of saving faith; for this relies on the 
gracious Gospel-promise of pardon through faith in the redemption of 
Jesus Christ; in this sense alone they are non-fundamental. Whoever 
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declares them to be non-fundamental in the sense that they can be 
dispensed with denies both the divine authority and the perfection of 
Holy Scripture and therefore a fundamental doctrine. Baier’s warn- 
ing with regard to this matter is well in place. He writes (56): “At 
the same time [while we admit non-fundamental doctrines] we are to 
be careful in regard to this point lest by embracing or professing error 
we rashly sin against divine revelation and God Himself; especially, 
lest something be maintained, through the persuasion of others, con- 
trary to conscience whereby the foundation and the truth of one or 
more of the fundamental articles of the faith are overturned. For so, 
as by a mortal sin, faith and the Holy Spirit may be, and are, entirely 
driven away.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 97.) This warning applies also to the 
historical, archeological, and scientific verities which Holy Scripture 
teaches. While these are not fundamental, we wickedly reject the 
divine authority of Holy Scripture if we presume to deny them as 
absolutely true; for an erring Scripture is not authoritative. Indeed, 
an errant Bible cannot be believed; for if it is false in non-funda- 
mental points, how can it be true in its fundamental teachings? If 
we cannot rely on it while it teaches us earthly things, how shall we 
rely on it when it speaks of heavenly things? Hence, while the 
Christian theologian acknowledges non-fundamental doctrines in Holy 


Seripture, he believes and declares the entire Holy Scripture, in all 
its parts and in all its statements, to be the divine truth which must 
be proclaimed to men. The distinction between fundamental and non- 
fundamental doctrines he makes merely to distinguish clearly between 
those teachings of God which are the foundation of justifying faith 
and those which are not. 


3. OpEN QUESTIONS, oR THEOLOGICAL PRoBLEMs. 


Open questions must not be defined as such “on which men cannot 
agree” or “which the Church has left undecided in its Confessions,” 
but as matters of faith which Holy Scripture itself has left open, 
or unanswered. This definition of Open Questions is very important; 
for not human authority, but Scriptural authority alone determines 
what must be taught in the Christian Church. That, however, is the 
entire content of Holy Scripture, Matt. 28,20; not a definite doc- 
trinal platform which certain theologians or churches have drawn up. 
In other words, Holy Scripture alone is the spiritual teacher of men, 
not the Church or the theologian in the Church. The spirit of in- 
differentism and unionism has always set up false standards regarding 
the issue of open questions. Guided by a vicious principle of religious 
toleration, theologians again and again have erred on this point by 
exalting their reason above the Word of God and “opening” or “clos- 
ing” questions at their will. Over against this unscriptural practise 
it must be maintained that open questions owe their origin and 
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existence to Holy Scripture alone and not to any fixation of doctrine 

by the Church or to any policy of expediency advocated by parties in 
controversy. Since the doctrine of Holy Scripture is God’s Word, 
men have no right whatever to decide what to teach and what not to 
teach or which should be closed and which should be open questions. 
That is a matter outside their jurisdiction. 

As we study Holy Scripture, we find that, in agreement with its 
scope and purpose, it does not answer every question which men may 
desire to have answered. For instance, it does not explain how sin 
originated or could originate since all creatures were originally 
created “very good.” Nor does Holy Scripture answer the question 
whether the soul of a child comes into being either by creation or 
traduction (creationism; traducianism). Such questions on which 
the Word of God is silent we call theological problems, or open ques- 
tions. To these questions we may add also the cruz theologorum, 
which has always puzzled the minds of inquisitive theologians: “Why 
are some saved and others not, though by nature all men are in the 
same guilt (eadem culpa) and are saved by grace alone (sola gratia) ? 
(Cur alii, alit non? Cur non omnes? Cur alii prae aliis?) Since 
God’s Word does not answer these questions, the theologian neither 
should endeavor to solve them. All attempts to do so are both 
antiscriptural, because the theologian is to speak only as the oracles 
of God, 1 Pet. 4,11, and unscientific, since he presumes to know what 
he cannot know. Divine truth is apprehended only through faith, or 
by simply believing what Holy Scriptures teaches. John 8, 31. 32: 
“If ye continue in My Word, then are ye My disciples indeed.” 
Hence, whatever doctrine is drawn from any other source than Christ’s 
Word is not theology, but mere speculation and downright ignorance, 
1 Tim. 6, 3. 

The proper attitude of the Christian theologian toward open 
questions or theological problems is therefore that of confessing that 
he is incapable of solving them since the source of his faith, Holy 
Scripture, furnishes him no data. Reusch very rightly says: 
“Inutilis est eorum cognitio, et vanae sunt de eisdem disputationes.” 
(Annotationes in Baiert Comp. 1757, p. 52.) However, such disputa- 
tions are not only useless, but directly dangerous. Of this Luther 
reminds us when he says that the Gospel is hindered mainly by two 
things, namely, first, by teaching sinners to trust in their good works, 
and secondly, by propounding useless questions over which the chief 
parts of the Christian doctrine are neglected. (St.Louis Ed., IX, 
863 ff.) Open questions are certainly not “open” in the sense that 
the Christian theologian may allow his imagination to run wild on 
matters which God has wisely refused to reveal. If he indulges in 
speculations, these must always be kept within the bounds of the 
analogy of faith, or the clear revelation of God’s Word. But it is 
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safer and better for a theologian not to speculate at all, since his 
own views may easily lodge in his theological system and be taught 
as a part of divinely revealed truth. Let the Christian theologian 
learn to say “Nescio” wherever Holy Scripture does not speak with 
clearness and definiteness, remembering that both in God’s revelation 
and in the withholding of His truths He had in mind our spiritual 
welfare and salvation. 

In this connection we may discuss also the paramount question: 
“What are articles of faith?’ Articles of faith, as our dogmaticians 
have always affirmed, have their origin solely in Holy Scripture. That 
means that the Christian Church accepts and believes only such doc- 
trines as are unmistakably taught in Holy Scripture. MHollaz de- 
scribes articles of faith as “a part of the doctrine revealed in the 
written Word of God concerning God and divine things and proposed 
to the sinner to be believed for his salvation” (43). However, since it 
is true that some articles of faith contain truths also known from 
man’s natural knowledge of God and the contemplation of God’s 
works in nature, as, for example, those concerning the existence of 
God, articles of faith have been divided into mized articles, that is, 
such as are manifest also from the light of nature, and pure articles, 
or such as are known only from Holy Scripture. (Baier, 43.) But 


also the former, the mixed articles, are articles of faith only inasmuch 
as’ they are directly taught in God’s Word. The true Christian 
theologian recognizes no source of divine truth other than the Bible. 


12. The Church and Its Dogma. 


Since the Christian theologian is to teach only what Holy Scrip- 
ture teaches and nothing else, the question has been raised whether 
creeds, dogmas, or confessions are rightfully entitled to a place in the 
Christian Church. The question has been denied by both conservative 
and modernistic theologians. Modernistic theology favors a creedless, 
or undogmatic, Christianity. Its plea is that the real function of the 
Church is to spread the “social gospel,” and not the supernatural 
Gospel of Christ with which our present advanced age is no longer in 
sympathy. Modernistic theology is therefore absolutely worldly, not 
otherworldly. It proposes a theology for this life, not one for the life 
to come (eine Diesseitigkeitstheologie, nicht eine Jenseitstheologie). 
This theology, so it is claimed, is one of good works, to be done now, 
and not one of comforting words with respect to a possible future 
existence. Because modernistic theology is so constituted, it regards 
creeds, dogmas, and confessions not only as unnecessary, but also as 
injurious. COreeds are said to impede the free progress and develop- 
ment of the Church and its activity. Thus modernistic theology must 
needs be opposed to dogmas. Modern theologians of a more con- 
servative type oppose creeds for a somewhat different reason. Their 
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claim is that dogmas and confessions prevent the necessary “progress 
of theology” (Lehrfortbildung), which must take place if the Church 
is to remain a living organism. In fact, this type of theologians holds 
that the doctrines of the Church are ever-living and expanding factors, 
forever subject to change as newer, fuller, and deeper revelations are 
given to men. For this reason the Church must not be fettered to the 
chains of definite creeds, since these prevent the requisite progress, or 
development, of doctrine. As we see, in the final analysis, the dif- 
ference between the two types of theologians is not so very great. 
It is a difference in degree, not in kind. Both reject Holy Scripture 
as the sole rule and norm of faith and enthrone reason or science 
in its place. 

From the objections just now considered it is obvious that the 
animosity of modern liberalistic and rationalistic theology is not 
primarily directed against the creeds, or dogmas, themselves, but 
against Holy Scripture. These rationalists object to creeds because 
they object to divinely revealed, supernatural truths. Their creedless 
theology is tantamount to a theology without the Holy Bible. They 
want to follow their own words, not the Word of God. 

This hatred against Holy Scripture is, however, found also in 
churches that favor creeds. Roman Catholic theology, for example, 
is built up entirely upon definite creeds. In as far as these creeds 
are the ancient confessions of the unadulterated Christian Church, 
we still acknowledge the Church of Rome as within the pale of Chris- 
tianity. But the papistical Church has hedged in these ancient creeds 
by later and antichristian creeds, which actually make void what the 
ancient Christian confessions declare. Moreover, these specifically 
papistical creeds are in direct opposition to Holy Scripture; they 
reject it as the sole authority of divine truth and flatly contradict its 
central doctrines. They affirm that the Pope as the head of the 
Church is the infallible norm of faith, that a sinner is justified by 
works, that the doctrine of justification by grace through faith in 
Christ is anathema, that the merits and intercessions of the saints 
avail for salvation, and so forth. Such creeds quite obviously do not 
deserve a place in the Christian Church; for they are not Christian, 
but antichristian. But also in the Calvinistic churches we find creeds 
that stand in opposition to the pure Word of God. The specifically 
Reformed creeds deny the universality of God’s grace and of Christ’s 
redemption, the efficacy of the means of grace, the true and substantial 
presence of our Lord’s body in the Holy Supper, the communion of 
natures in the person of Christ and the resulting communication of 
attributes, etc. Such creeds must not be tolerated in the Christian 
Church, for they are unscriptural and rationalistic. 

The Christian Church, which for its source of faith has only the 
infallible Word of God (Eph. 2, 20), must under no condition acknowl- 
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edge as right and legitimate any dogma, or doctrine, which is not 
a clear teaching of Holy Scripture. Or we may say: The dogma of 
the Christian Church is the doctrine of the Holy Bible. Whatever the 
written Word of God declares and teaches is eo ipso a church dogma, 
no matter whether it is especially formulated or not. The question is 
not: Is this or that doctrine clearly stated in the Confessions? but: 
Is this or that doctrine set forth in God’s Word? If it is set forth 
in Holy Writ, it is for this reason a church dogma, even though not 
a word is said about it in the Confessions of the Church. The reason 
for this is not difficult to ascertain. The Christian Church is not the 
lord of God’s doctrine, but rather its servant. Its paramount purpose 
is not to create doctrine, but to preach the doctrine which its divine 
Lord has given to it. Matt. 28,20: “Teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you.” Luther’s dictum applies 
here with full force: “Ecclesia Dei non habet potestatem condendi 
ullum articulum fidei, sicut nec ullum unquam condidit nec condet in 
perpetuum.”’ So also Quenstedt rightly says (I, 36): “Divine revela- 
tion is the first and last source of sacred theology, beyond which 
theological discussion among Christians dare not proceed.” (Doctr. 
Theol., p.28.) This does not mean that the Church should not have 
any articles of faith, or any confessions, but it does mean that all its 
articles of faith must be in deed and truth “declarations” of the faith 
that is delivered to it by God in His holy Word. Thus Christians 
universally accept the ancient Confessions of the Christian Church 
because these profess and defend nothing but Scripture doctrine. 
This is true even though the technical theological terms which they 
employ to express the doctrine of God’s Word, such as “Trinity,” 
“consubstantial,” etc., are not found in Holy Scripture. So also the 
specifically Lutheran Confessions, which were added at the time of 
the Reformation and after Luther’s death to defend the doctrine of 
the Word of God against Romanism, sectarianism, and enthusiasm, 
profess only Scripture doctrine. We say this not in the spirit of 
carnal pride, but in the holy conviction of that loyalty to Christ and 
His Word which He demands of His disciples. Confessions, creeds, 
and dogmas have a rightful place in the Christian Church provided 
they teach the doctrines of God and not of men. If, however, they set 
forth doctrines in opposition to God’s Word, they must be renounced 
and rejected. For the Christian Church must teach the Word of its 
divine Lord, nothing else. 

What has just been said of creeds and dogmas in general applies 
with equal force to the theological treatises of individual teachers of 
the Church. No theologian should be listened to in the Church, and 
no dogmatic treatise should be regarded as worthy of consideration, 
unless they profess and defend the truth which is in Christ Jesus. 
The dogmatician who draws his teachings from any other source than 
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Holy Scripture perpetrates an inexcusable fraud upon the Ohurch and 
deserves excommunication from the Church as a pseudapostle, Rom. 
16,17; 2John10.11; 1Tim.4,16. God’s earnest and persistent de- 
mand is: “If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of God,” 
1 Pet.4,11. This applies also to ministers and teachers who have been 
called to instruct the Christian people in general. Christian ministers, 
teachers, and missionaries must proclaim to their hearers God’s Word, 
not their own, so that in the whole Christian Church, in its schools 
and colleges, in its churches and homes, not one doctrine is taught 
which is not in agreement with Holy Scripture. 

If the creeds and dogmas of the Church are truly and absolutely 
Scriptural, they are of great value also for preserving the inner con- 
nection of the various theological disciplines and securing their truly 
theological character. Commonly we speak of theology as dogmatic, 
historic, exegetic, and practical. This division is both practical and 
useful. It assists the theological student in distinguishing one the- 
ological discipline from the other and prevents confusion as he takes 
up the study of theology. Nevertheless, in the final analysis, the 
purpose of the various theological disciplines is absolutely the same; 
each is to teach God’s Word in its specific application. The dogmatic 
theologian inculeates with special emphasis the several doctrines of 
Holy Scripture; the exegetic theologian sets forth the same doctrines 
on the basis of the text of Scripture; the historic theologian exhibits 
the same doctrines as they react upon men in history; and the prac- 
tical theologian applies the same doctrines to the special needs of the 
Christian Church. While, therefore, the four theological disciplines 
may be distinguished from one another by their particular scope, they 
all center in the one paramount purpose of proclaiming, expounding, 
and defending the Word of God; and this one purpose, the teaching 
of God’s Word, preserves their inner connection, unifying the whole 
course of theology. At the same time this one purpose of inculcating 
God’s Word preserves also the truly theological character of each 
discipline. It is this factor that makes “historic theology,” or “exe- 
getic theology,” or “practical theology,” theology in the true sense of 
the term. If historic theology goes beyond the Word of God, it is no 
longer theological; and the same is true also of dogmatic, exegetic, 
and practical theology. In short, these disciplines are theology only 
in as far as they teach and expound the Word of God set forth in 
Holy Scripture. As soon as theologians divulge their own views, they 
are teaching philosophy or speculation, not theology; for this is as 
much the Word of God as it is the word about God. 

In view of the general apostasy among theologians to-day, the 
truth just stated certainly requires great emphasis. The crisis that 
troubles the Christian Church to-day calls for renewed loyalty to the 


Word of God. If the Church is to be healed from its manifold ills, 
52 
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it must apply the age-old precious panacea which God has ordained 
for the salvation of men, the unadulterated Word of God. Christ’s 
command is: “Preach the Gospel,” Mark 16,15. That divine injunc- 
tion binds all Christians, and in particular all Christian teachers, to 
the Word of God for all time. “Quod non est biblicum, non est 
theologicum.” This is an axiom which the Christian Church must 
ever respect and heed; unless it does this, it is an apostate Church 
and disgraces the divine Lord, who built His Church on the founda- 
tion of the prophets and apostles, He Himself being the chief Corner- 
stone. JOHN THEODORE MUELLER. 
(To be continued.) 
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Die Sakramente in ihrer Beziehung zur 
Gemeindeorganiſation. 


Die Lehre von den beiden Sakramenten, Taufe und Abendmahl, 
wie fie gewöhnlich in den dogmatiſchen Vorleſungen vorgetragen wird, 
macht in der lutheriſchen Kirche wenig Schwierigkeiten. Die Beweis⸗ 
ſtellen aus Gottes Wort ſind ſo einfach und ſo klar, daß der Nachweis 
der Richtigkeit der lutheriſchen Lehrſtellung von der göttlichen Ordnung 
der Sakramente, von ihrem Gnadenmittelcharakter, von ihrem Gebrauch, 
von ihrer Materie, von ihrer Notwendigkeit und andern Fragen faſt 
ſchon mit der Annahme der Göttlichkeit der Heiligen Schrift gegeben iſt. 
Selbſt die Teile des corpus doctrinae, die in einigen Stücken auf 
logiſchen Schlußfolgerungen beruhen, wie z. B. die Frage bon der Kinder⸗ 
taufe, bon der Form der Taufe (inkl. des Bekenntniswertes der Wb- 
weiſung des Untertauchens) und etliche andere Puntte, laſſen fich in der 
Regel fo darlegen und bverteidigen, dak man an ihrer übereinſtimmung 
mit der Schrift nicht riitteln fann. 

Sn gegenwwartiger AWhhandlung fommt die Lehre von den Gafra- 
menten, wie Das auch ſchon in der überſchrift angedeutet ijt, nur indireft 
in Betracht. Es handelt fich um praftijde Crwagungen, um Fragen, die 
gum Teil die AWOminiftration der Saframente betreffen, nicht nur 
um kirchliche Gebraude, die gum Teil durch die Liturgie fejtgeftellt find, 
fondern auc) um das Berhaltnis der Gaframente zur Gemeinde- 
organifation, gu der Gemeinde als bejtehender Gemeinfdaft oder 
Körperſchaft. Fragen, die hier in Vetracht fommen, beriihren Puntte 
twie Diefe: die Weife der Aufnahme in die Gemeinde als auferen Ver- 
band, Zugehörigkeit gur Gemeinde bor Menſchenaugen und nach menſch⸗ 
lichen Regeln, gemeinſchaftliches Bekenntnis und gemeinfdaftlide Praxis 
mit andern Gemeinden und Körperſchaften. Während derartige Fragen 
die Grundwahrheiten des Chriftentums höchſtens ftreifen, kann doch der 
usus auf Ddiefem Gebiet nicht ohne weiteres gu den Mitteldingen ge- 
redjnet werden, obgleich die Betonung der einſchlägigen praktiſchen Er⸗ 
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wägungen ſelbſtverſtändlich nidt auf diefelbe Stufe gu jtellen iſt wie das 
Velenninis der Sehriftlehren. Es handelt fich, furg gefagt, um den 
Ausdrud der Lehritellung in gewiſſen praftijdhen Fallen, bon ihrer An⸗ 
twendung im Kirchenrecht, und es lohnt fich der Mühe, die damit ber- 
bundenen Schwierigkeiten etwas naber angufehen. 

Die Taufe wird mit Recht das sacramentum initiationis genannt. 
Der Ausdrucf gilt in einem doppelten Ginn. Cinmal und borne h m- 
lid ijt die Taufe das Saframent der Wufnahme in die Gliedfdaft 
Chrifti, in die unſichtbare Kirche, immer ſelbſtverſtändlich bei Annahme 
des Glaubens auf ſeiten des Täuflings. Das liegt ſchon in den 
Worten Chriſti: „Wer da glaubet und getauft wird, der wird ſelig 
werden” (6 moredoac xai Paxtiodeic owdjostac), Mark. 16, 16, ſowie in 
dem Miffionsbefehl: ,,.Machet gu Jüngern .. ., indem ihr fie taufet 
auf den Namen des Vaters und des Sohnes und de Heiligen Geiſtes“ 
(uadntedoate... Bantilortes sis 6 dvopa xtd.), Matth. 28,19; denn eine 
Taufe in oder auf den Namen JEſu Chrifti hatte den Zweck, den Taufling 
dem Heilande gu eigen gu maden. Das liegt auch in den befannten 
Worten des Apoftels: „Ihr feid alle Gottes Kinder durch den Glauben 
an Chrijto JEſu. Denn wieviel euer getauft find, die haben Chrijtum 
angegogen” (dia tho alotews ... Xorordy évedvoaode), Gal. 3, 26.27; val. 
Rim. 6,3.4; Tit.38,5—7. Wo immer und wann immer ein Menfdh 
Chrijtum im Glauben als feinen Heiland ergreift, wird ihm die Taufe 
ein Siegel der empfangenen Vergebung der Giinden. Yn diefem Buz 
fammenhang gilt der Ausdruck sacramentum initiationis ſonderlich bon 
der Sauglingstaufe, weil in diefem Falle die Wirkung de3 Glaubens 
durch Wort und Waſſer gleichzeitig gefchieht, weil chen das Wafer 
der Taufe in Gottes Gebot gefaßt und mit Gottes Wort verbunden ift. 

Die Taufe febt dDemnach bet Erwachſenen den durch das Evan— 
gelium getvirften Glauben an das Coangelium, refp. an die im Evan— 
gelium enthaltene und in ifm angebotene Rechtfertigung aus Gnaden 
um Chriftt willen, boraus. Diefer Glaube ijt nach der Sdhrift identiſch 
mit dem Glauben an Chriftum JEſum oder an Chrifto JEſu; denn die 
Schrift braucht beide Redeweiſen wechſelweiſe, je nachdem das Objekt 
oder der Sfopus de3 Glaubens ftarfer herbortritt. Bei Rindern be- 
wirkt eben das Wort in Verbindung mit der irdifden Materie, mit 
andern Worten das Wafferbad im Wort, den Glauben. 

Nun behaupten wir nicht eine abfolute Motwendigfeit der 
Taufe, auch nicht mit Begiehung auf unjer Thema, als ob ein Menſch, 
der nicht getauft ijt, nidt die Vergebung der Sünden empfangen und 
felig werden fonne. Die Taufe ift nidt unbedingtertveife und unter 
allen Umftanden das sacramentum initiationis. Der Glaube der Er— 
wachſenen wird in der Regel durd das Wort, durch das Evangelium, 
betwirtt, ehe die Taufhandlung vollgogen wird. Somit ijt die Aufnahme 
in die Gliedſchaft Chrifti ſchon vollendet, ehe die Taufe als Siegel der 
geſchehenen Aufnahme Hingutritt. Außerdem können Umſtände ein- 
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treten, in Denen die Vollzgiehung der Taufe nicht möglich ijt, wie bet Dem 
Shader am Kreuz, oder wenn das irdiſche Clement febhlt, wie bei einer 
Gefehrung in der letzten Stunde in der Wüſte. Auch haben wir gu 
denken an den Fall bon Kindern, die bor oder in der Geburt fterben 
oder dod) ehe die Jachtaufe angewandt werden fann, obgleich wir hier 
nidt bon einem Gebrauche des Wortes Gottes in der gewöhnlichen Weise 
reden fonnen. Wir nehmen felbftverftandlich an, dak hriftliche Miitter 
fiir ihre ungebornen Kinder und in der Geburt fiir fie beten, alfo auch 
Gottes Wort zur Anwendung bringen. Val. auch Quf.1,41—44. Aber 
bierbet ijt durchaus fejtgubalten, dak die Chrijten ordentlider- 
weiſe an das Saframent der Taufe gebunden find und dak die 
Veradhtung des Taufjaframent3, die aeuivalent ijt mit der Ver— 
adtung des Rates Gottes zur Seligfeit Verdammnis fiihrt. Co 
ijt Die Taufe, fonderlid) bet Kindern, da. ikrament der Wufnahme in 
Die Gemeinfdaft der Heiligen. 

Wher neben diejer Begiehung der Taufe gur Aufnahme in die un— 
fichtbare Kirche reden wir, beſonders in der Liturgif und im Kirchenrecht, 
bon ibr al Dem sacramentum initiationis befonder3 auch deswegen, weil 
fie nach der ftets geiibten Prari3 Die Wufnahme des Taufling3 
in die fidtbare Organifation der Ortsgemeinde 
bedeutet und damit auch, ceteris paribus, in Die äußere fichtbare Kirche, 
wie fie eben in der Welt befteht und als religiöſe Gemeinſchaft anerfannt 
wird. Diefe Rede- und Gebrauchsweiſe (received into membership by 
Holy Baptism) ſteht im Einklang mit der jtehenden Praxis der Kirche 
und hat ohne Zweifel auch das Vorbild der apojtolifden Kirche im Auge; 
denn tir [efen bon dDem Erfolg der Pfingitpredigt Petri: „Die nun fein 
Wort gerne annahmen, ließen fich taufen, und wurden hinzu— 
getan an dem Tage bei dreitaufend Seelen”, AWpoft.2,41. Hier weit 
fon die Zablenangabe darauf bin, dak eS fich, ſoweit die äußere 
Organifation in Betracht fommt, eben um die Wufnahme in den Verz 
band der Gemeinde handelt. Diefe Weife der Aufnahme in die Ge- 
meinde Durch den Taufakt, eben als firchliden Gebrauch betrachtet, hat 
Die Kirche immer beobadhtet, und fonderlich in der lutheriſchen Kirche, die 
Die redhte Lehre bon der Kindertaufe führt, ijt die? auch in der üblichen 
Statiſtik bemerfbar; denn wir rechnen in der Megel alle getauften 
Seelen, ob flein oder grog, Kinder oder Crivachfene, als Glieder 
(obgleih mir auch eine Lijte der Kommunionberedtigten fiihren), 
während die reformierten Rirchengemein{daften in der Regel nur die 
fommunionberedhtigten Glieder als RKirchenmitglieder gablen. In den 
PRarodialberidten der erften Jahrzehnte unferer Synode mird aufer 
den Stimmberedtigten einfach die Seelenzahl der eingelnen Gemeinde, 
das heißt, die Bahl der Getauften, angegeben. 

Hierbet fommen nun verſchiedene liturgiſch-praktiſche Erwägungen 
in Betradt. Cinmal gilt diefe3, dak der allgemeine Miſſionsbefehl, 
Matth. 28,19, das Taufen offenbar mit gu einer Funktion de3 allge- 
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meinen Prieftertum3 madt. Jeder Chriſt ijt nicht nur dagu beredhtigt, 
fondern unter Umftanden auch verpflidtet, die Taufe gu erteilen. Die 
fogenannte Not- oder Jachtaufe hat demnad bolle Giiltigkeit in der 
Kirche, und die Vifitationsartifel bom Jahre 1592 verwerfen mit Redht 
die Stellung der Calbvinijten, die die Nottaufe in der Kirche nicht ge- 
ftattet haben twollten. (Conc. Trigl., 1156,37.) Während twir aber 
eine derartige Laientaufe boll und gang anerfennen, iiberfehen wir in 
der Praxis unferer Kirche dod nicht das Moment der göttlichen Ord- 
nung, nämlich des Gemeinde- oder Pfarramtes als befonderen Ausdruck 
des Predigtamtes in abstracto, da3 bon Gemeinfdafts wegen, im Namen 
der gangen Gemeinde, der Regel nach auch das Taufen beforgt. Mit 
in dieſem Ginne geſchieht ¢' die Beftatigung der Yachtaufe, die Feſt— 
ftellung einer bon Laien rer ‘tgogenen Taufe durch cin Beugnis vor 
der Gemeinde, nicht als ol ~oet fo geſchehene Taufakt einer ſolchen 
Beſtätigung an und fiir ſich bedürfte, fondern teil die Gemeinde als 
Gemeinſchaft ein Intereſſe hat gu erfahren, ob der Wt der Aufnahme 
in die Gemeinde auch nach Gottes Befehl und Ordnung gefdebhen ijt. 
Gewif, das Hauptinterefje dabei ift, die Giiltigfeit der geſchehenen 
Taufe feftguftellen; aber eben damit fallt gufammen das Moment, dah 
die Aufnahme in die Gemeinde offentlich anerfannt wird. C3 ijt aud 
mit aus diefem Grunde, dak das Pateninjtitut in der lutheriſchen Kirche 
in Der Form bejteht, wie wir e3 eben haben, und dak es entfdieden vorz 
gugiehen ijt, wenn Taufen vor verſammelter Gemeinde vollgogen werden, 
teil Der Taufakt eben, bom Standpunfte der Liturgif und de3 Kirchen— 
rechts aus betracdtet, Die Aufnahme in die fidmtbare Or— 
ganijation Der Gemeinde bedeutet. Von diefer Seite aus ijt die 
Taufe entſchieden eine Funftion der Gemeinde. Und noch eins ijt nicht 
gu bergefien, namlich daß die Gemeinde als folche ein direftes Yntereffe 
daran Hat, ob eine gefdehene Taufe eine fogenannte „Ketzertaufe“ ift 
oder nicht, das heißt, ob eine gewiſſe Taufhandlung von einer Perjon 

vollzogen worden ijt, die allenfallS das richtige Formular gebraucht hat, 

die aber gugeftandenermafen oder ausgefprodjeneriveife in ihrem eigenen 

Bekenntnis gur Dreieinigfeit oder gu dem eigentlicen Wefen der Taufe 

und in dem ihrer etwaigen Organifation auperhalb der chriftliden 

Kirche fteht. Es fann bon feiten eines, der nicht felber Glied einer 

Gemeinfdaft ijt, wenigftens dem Bekenntnis nach, feine Aufnahme in 

dieſe Gemeinſchaft erfolgen. Wir hoffen, bet anderer Gelegenheit nod) 

einmal ausführlich gerade auf diefen Punkt guriidgufommen. — So 

viel über die praktiſchen Puntte, die bet der Taufhandlung in Begiehung 

gu der Gemeinde als kirchliche Organifation gu beadjten find. 

Wie fteht es nun aber mit dem heiligen Abendmabhl in derfelben 
Vegiehung? Gilt aud hier diefelbe Notwendigkeit wie bei der Taufe? 
Und erftredt fid) da8 Recht de3 allgemeinen Prieftertums auch auf die 
private oder öffentliche Ausübung de3 Amtes der Schlüſſel, wie e3 mit 
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diefem Gnadenmittel im Zuſammenhang ſteht, auf die Verivaltung des 
Saframents ? 

Hier ijt zunächſt, befonders bon unferm gegenwartigen 
Geſichtspunkte aus betradtet, feftgubalten, dab das heilige 
Abendmabhl bet all feinem hohen Werte und feiner unbvergleidliden 
Widhtigkeit fiir das geiſtliche Leben der Chrijten dod der Taufe infofern 
an Notwendigfeit nachſteht, als e3 das sacramentum confirmationis ijt. 
Müſſen wir alfo ſchon von der Taufe halten, dak fie nicht abfolut 
notwendig ift, fo gilt bom Abendmahl gang entfdieden, dak es nur 
relativ notivendig ijt. Nicht als ob der Glaube eines Menſchen bei 
Veradhtung diefes Saframent3 beftehen finnte — denn dem ſteht nicht 
nur feine Cinfebung, fondern aud) feine Gefchidte entgegen —; aber 
es gibt manderlet Momente, die eine Feier des Heiligen Whendmahles 
oder ein Gehen gum heiligen Abendmahl fuspendieren fonnen, die bei 
Der Taufe nicht ausfdhlaggebend waren. Und dabei find doch gugleid 
die Verordnungen de3 HErrn, die Bedingungen, die er mit dieſem 
Gaframent verbindet, derartig, daß jie Den Kreis viel enger giehen. 

Die Feier und die Veriwwaltung de3 Abendmahls ſetzen nach der 
Schrift mehr voraus als die der Taufe. Vorbedingung der lebteren 
ijt nur der Glaube an JEſum Chrijtum als den Sohn Gottes und den 
Heiland der Welt, Apoft. 8,37; 16,31, und das damit berbundene Be- 
fenntni8 gur Bergebung der Giinden. Bei dem heiligen Abendmahl 
hingegen wird mit Redht die Erkenntnis erwachſener und (in der Regel) 
geforderter Chrijten gefordert. Ym allgemeinen fdlieBt died in fich ein 
Leben der Heiligung, 1 Thefj. 4,3 (vgl. „den guten, ernſtlichen Vorſatz 
habt, mit Hilfe deS Heiligen Geiſtes euer Leben forthin gu beffern’); 
das Wachſen in der Erfenntnis der Wahrheit, Hebr. 5,12—6,3; Eph. 
4,14—16; ein gewiſſes Maß der Unterfdheidung oder Priifung der 
Geijter, 1 Roh. 4, 1 ff.; die Bereitſchaft zur Verantwortung gegen jeder- 
mann, gur Verteidigung der Wahrheit, 1 Petr.3,15; Judäs. (Val. 
auch Pieper, Chriſtliche Dogmatif III, 503, nota 1580.) Und wenn 
Diefe Forderungen aud nicht bet allen ertwachfenen fommunionbered- 
tigten Chriften in gleichem Mae befolgt und erfiillt werden, fo wird 
dod ihre Beobachtung in der Schrift erwartet und vorausgefebt. Dies 
Merkmal der chriſtlichen Reife wird aber auch mit Recht in Verbindung 
gebradt mit der Zulaffung gum heiligen Whendmabl, wie dies ja aud 
{don daraus hervorgeht, dak ein gründlicher Unterricht in diefen Wahr- 
heiten eine Vorbedingung fiir die Konfirmation ijt, weil eben die Kon⸗ 
firmationshandlung die iffentlide Erklarung der Gemeinde ift, dah die 
in Betradht fommenden Perfonen fich die gegebene Erkenntnis ange- 
eignet haben. 

Hiermit hangt aber auch gujammen, dag gewiſſe Forderungen 
betreffS der Zulaſſung gum heiligen Abendmahl geradegu abfolut find, 
wie wir das aus 1 Ror. 11,26—84 lernen. Offenbar gehört hierber 
Die rechte Erfennini3 der Bedeutung und des Zweckes des ftellvertreten- 
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den Werkes Chrifti, die Fahigkeit, fich bor dem Abendmahlsgang gu 
priifen, die Kenntnis des Unterfdhiedes zwiſchen gewöhnlichem und 
faframentlidem Eſſen und Trinfen, ein rechtes Verſtändnis de3 wiirdigen 
und untwiirdigen Gehens gum Tiſch de3 HErrn. Hiergu fommt nod 
nad) 1Ror.10,16.17 die Erfenntnis von der Gemeinfdaft zwiſchen 
dem glaubigen Chrijten und ſeinem Heiland und aller Chrijten unter 
einander (communio), die jeder fommunionberedhtigte Chriſt haben 
follte. Dies begieht fic) auch auf die Privat- oder Kranfenfommunion, 
Da diefe bom Pfarrer der Gemeinde in Vertretung der Gemeinde, von 
Gemeinſchafts wegen, gereicht tvird. 

Was ſchließt nun die Wuffidt der Verwaltung de3 
Abendmahls nach diefen Sehriftitellen in fish? Die Antwort ijt: Wir 
haben es bier flar in einem noch höheren Mae als bet der Taufe mit 
einer Funktion der Gemeinde, des Pfarramte3, gu tun. 
Dies folgt jedenfall fchon aus 1 Kor. 11, neben den Cinfebungsiworten 
in dDen Synoptifern dem eigentliden locus classicus der Lehre vom 
Abendmahl. Denn der Apoftel redet hier nicht die Chriften als eingelne 
Glaubige an, auch nicht als eine bloß gelegentlice Verjammlung, ſon— 
dern als Glieder der Gemeinde, wie das der ftehende Gebraud de3 
Wortes éxxdnoia in den Korintherbriefen zeigt. Cr ſchreibt: „Zum 
erften, wenn ihr gufammenfommt in der Gemeinde” (cursoyouévmr iuady 
év éxxdnoig), B. 18, und gleich darauf: ,. Wenn ihr nun gufammenfommt, 
fo halt man da nicht des HErrn Abendmahl” (cvvegyouévwr iudyr), 
V. 20. Die Gemeinde verfammelte fics gur Feier de3 Abendmahls. 
Dasſelbe ergibt ſich aus der Geſchichte der apoftolifden Kirche. Denn 
wenn auch das Abendmabhl in Jeruſalem, Apoſt. 2,46, in Troas, Apoſt. 
20,7, und ſonſtwo in Häuſern gefeiert wurde, fo deutet das durchaus 
nicht auf RKonventifel hin, fondern die Gemeinde an jedem Orte fam 
gur Feier des heiligen Abendmahls als anerfannte Körperſchaft zu— 
fammen, alS Gausgemeinde, mie das die Umſtände erheifdten. 
Aber in feinem Falle handelt es fich um eine gufallige Zuſammenkunft 
bon Glaubigen, fondern immer um eine Verfammlung, die den Namen 
Gemeinde trug. Und die gange erfte Kirche, wie wir wiſſen, nahm e3 
febr ernft mit der Aufſicht über diejenigen, die gum Tiſch des HErrn zu— 
gelaffen wurden. Bekanntlich hing die Tatſache des Verdachtes der 
Heiden und gewiffer Vorwürfe gegen die erften Chriſten eben mit der 
Strenge gufammen, die die Gemeinden in der disciplina arcani be- 
wieſen, und gerade das heilige Abendmahl ftand bei den Heiden im 
Verdadht, ein Mahl der wildeften Fleiſchesluſt gu fein. 

Sind die erften Chriften in ihrer Aufſicht über ihre Glieder etwa 
gu weit gegangen? Gewißlich nicht, wenn wir bedenfen, dak die bon 
dem HErrn geftellten Forderungen und Bedingungen das Saframent 
betreffend Taut de3 Neuen Teftamentes der Gemeinde anbefohlen waren, 
die eben fiir das geiftlide Leben ihrer Glieder nach außen hin verant⸗ 
wortlich gehalten wurde. (Bgl. die fieben Sendfdreiben der Apotalypfe.) 
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Dies hebt in feiner Hinficht die Rechte des allgemeinen Prieftertums auf 
(, Alles ijt euer“), fondern diefe gange Tatigkeit gehört mit gur Hand- 
habung der Schlüſſelgewalt und der Kirchenzucht. Gewiß haben die ein- 
gelnen Chriften die Schlüſſelgewalt, aber die öffentliche Ausübung des 
Amtes Tiegt der Ordnung Gottes nach in den Handen der Gemeinde. 
Die chriftlide Gemeinde ijt nach dem itbereinftimmenden ZBeugnis des 
Neuen Teftaments dafiir verantiwortlid, wer gum heiligen Abendmahl 
gugelaffen wird. (Vgl. auch Pieper, Chrijtlidje Dogmatif ITT, 443 Ff. 
Der Verfaſſer weiſt hierbet fonderlid hin auf die ettwaige Notwendigfeit, 
ein öffentliches Argernis abgutun.) Wile dieſe Funftionen find nicht das 
Refultat einer allmahliden Entwiclung, fondern fie find in der Schrift 
flar als Gottes Ordnung angegeben. 

Was folgt hieraus? Cinmal dies, dak die Funftionen des geijt- 
lichen Prieftertums die Verwaltung des heiligen Abendmahls nicht 
einſchließen, weil dies feinem ganzen Wefen nach ein Saframent ijt, das 
bon Gemeinfdafts wegen gefeiert und verwaltet wird, als eine 
Gemeindefeier. Dies ijt auch der Fall, wie oben gefagt, bei 
Privbatfommunionen; und in diefem Zuſammenhang ijt die Praxis der 
erjten Rirde, nach der die gefeqneten Clemente bei der firchlichen Feier 
des Abendmahls den nidtanwefenden Kranfen von den Diafonen und 
Subbdiafonen in$ Haus gebracht wurden, bon beſonderem Yntereffe. Go 
tweit wie Luther fonft in feiner Verteidigung der Rechte de3 allgemeinen 
Prieftertums aller Chrijten geht, fo will er doch durchaus nichts davon 
wiſſen, daß ein Hausbater, felbjt im Fall der Not, fich und die Seinen 
daheim fommunizieren follte. (Vgl. die Zeugniſſe bon Luther, Jahrg. I 
Diefer Zeitſchrift, S. 599 f.) Luther3 Argumentation ijt ar und durd- 
ſchlagend, und fie findet ihre Anwendung auf jede beabfidtigte Feier 
des Heiligen Abendmahls augerhalb der von Gott flar niedergelegten 
Ordnung, die die Verwaltung des Saframents in die Hande der Ge— 
meinde gelegt hat. 

Diefe Stellung hat von jeher Geltung in der chriftlichen Kirche 
gehabt. Die Abendmahlsfeier aller KRonventifel, nicht nur der Pietiften, 
fondern auch der Stundiften und anderer Schwärmer, ijt entfdieden 
berurteilt tworden. Demgemak haben auc) Synoden und Paftoral- 
fonferengen in unferer Mitte das heilige Abendmahl nicht als felbjtandige 
Organijationen, als Gemeinden, fondern al Gajte einer Ortsgemeinde 
gefeiert. Und alles, was wir ſonſt fonjequent gehalten und verteidigt 
haben: Beichtanmeldung, Beidte, der fleine Bann, geſchloſſene Abend— 
mablsfeier (close Communion), unfere Praxis in bezug auf die Bu- 
laſſung bon Logengliedern gum heiligen Abendmahl, auch die Unter- 
laffung der Feier des hHeiligen Abendmahls an Stellen die vorlaufig 
blog Miffionsplabe find — dies alles hangt aufs innigfte zuſammen 
mit den oben dargelegten Grunbdfagen, die ficerlich in bollem Cinflang 
mit Gottes Wort und Ordnung ftehen. Won diefen Pringipien abmeichen 
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hieße gum allermindeften das Clement der Ungewifheit in die Feier 
des Sakraments hineintragen, und dagu hat feine Gemeinde, feine 
kirchliche Körperſchaft, das Recht. 

Zum Schluß meifen wir nod hin auf den Synodalbericht des 
Weftlidhen Diftrifts vom Jahre 1865, ein wichtiges Schriftſtück in 
unjerer Literatur, too eine Angahl der Fragen, die in dieſes Gebiet 
hineinfdlagen, etwas ausfiihrlider behandelt find, tenn auch haupt- 
ſächlich vom Standpunft des Reifepredigeramtes aus. Es wird in der 
zweiten Theſe diefer Vefprechung zunächſt richtig ausgefiihrt: „Jeder 
Chriſt hat als geiſtlicher Prieſter 1. das Amt des Wortes, 2. gu taufen, 
3. zu ſegnen oder zu weihen das heilige Brot und Wein, 4. zu binden 
und von Sünden zu entbinden, 5. zu opfern, 6. zu beten für die andern, 
7. zu urteilen und zu erkennen über alle Lehre.“ Schon hierzu wurde 
aber, wie das auch Luther tut, richtig bemerkt: „Eine andere Frage iſt 
nun freilich, ob ſie oder überhaupt jeder Chriſt ſolche Rechte eines 
Prieſters ausüben könnten.“ Wir zitieren nun weiter: 

„Theſe 10. Es gibt Notfälle, in welchen auch die Ordnung des 
öffentlichen Predigtamtes nicht innegehalten werden kann und ſoll, 
2Mof.4,24—26.... 

„Theſe 12. Ym Notfalle darf von Gottes Ordnung nur fo weit 
und fo lange abgegangen twerden, fotweit und folange der Notfall vor- 
handen iſt. ... 

„Theſe 23. Die Verwaltung des heiligen Abendmahls ſetzt das 
Beſtehen einer chriſtlichen Gemeinde und Privatſeelſorge voraus; jene 
ſoll daher unterbleiben, wo keine chriſtliche Gemeinde beſteht und keine 
Privatſeelſorge gehandhabt werden kann. ... 

„Theſe 25. Cin Notfall in Adminiſtrierung des heiligen Abend— 
mahls ohne die göttliche Ordnung des heiligen Predigtamts iſt wohl 
denkbar, aber nur bei ganz ungewöhnlicher geiſtlicher Anfechtung.“ 

Zu der letzten Theſe wurde noch bemerkt: „Es kann wohl ein ganz 
außergewöhnlicher Fall eintreten, in welchem auch ein Reiſeprediger ge- 
nötigt würde bon der göttlichen Ordnung abzuweichen, wenn ihm 3. B. 
eine franfe Perfon borfame, die fic) ohne das heilige Abendmahl den 
Troſt des Evangeliums nicht angueignen vermöchte und die, ohne das 
Satrament gu empfangen, veratveifeln würde, gumal twenn ſolche Perſon 
nod) dazu im Sterben lage; da muß die Liebe als Raiferin aller Gebote 
und Ordnungen Handeln.” Was aber von dem Amt de3 Reifepredigers 
gilt, das findet feine Anwendung auch, ceteris paribus, auf das der 
Miffionare in partibus infidelium, two in der Regel noc feine geordneten 
Gemeindeverhaltniffe bejtehen und die Miffionare deshalb ganglid auf 
den Genuß des Heiligen Abendmahls vergidten müßten, wenn fie nicht 
der Not halber e8 fo einrichteten, dak fie fich durch „Notbiſchöfe“ das 
Sakrament reicjen ließen. P. E. Kretzmann. 
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A review of this book in the Concorpia THEOLOGICAL MonTHLY 
does not call for a discussion of its contents. De Servo Arbitrio has 
been sufficiently reviewed along those lines for the past four hundred 
years. Since its publication in 1525 it has stood in the forefront of 
theological discussion. Luther himself reviewed it in 1537 and wrote 
to Wolfgang Fabricius Capito: “I am much averse to having a collec- i 
tion of my books published and do not care to lend a hand to it; rather 
would I, impelled by a Saturnian craving, have them all destroyed. 
For I do not recognize any of them as fully expressing my thoughts, 
with the possible exception of the Bondage of the Will and the Cat- 
echism.” (St. L. Ed., XVIII, 66.) “Luther himself considered it his 
best production,” says Atherton, Preface, p.7. The Formula of Con- 
cord also reviewed it favorably. “Even so Dr. Luther wrote of this 
matter also in his book De Servo Arbitrio, i. e., of the Captive Will of 
Man, in opposition to Erasmus and elucidated and supported this 
position well and thoroughly; ... to which we also hereby appeal and 
refer others.” (Triglotta, p.897.) The Fathers of Trent had also 
studied it thoroughly, and what they thought of the statement on 
page 139: “‘Free will’ is a mere empty term, whose reality is lost,” 
and similar statements occurring in the other writings of Luther they 
have set down in Canon V, Sess. VI: “If any one saith that since 
Adam’s sin the free will of man is lost and extinguished or that it is 
a thing with only a name, yea, a name without reality, in fine, in- 
troduced into the Church by Satan, let him be anathema.” The con- 
demnation of this book by Rome is its strongest commendation. When 
the Roman Catholic writer H. Grisar states: “Not true humility, but 
a suicidal detraction of the nature of man is the guiding principle 
of this miserable treatise,” and when, as is but natural, A. Ritschl 
agrees and characterizes the book as “a wretched botchery,” “ein un- 
glueckliches Machwerk”’ (Rechtfertigung und Versoehnung, I, 221), 
that is indeed high praise. 

The present review would only take cognizance of the fact that 
Luther’s masterpiece has been repeatedly translated into English and 
that a revised translation has been published by a Reformed concern. 
We thank God that these men are lending their hands to the wider 
dissemination of the Scriptural doctrine of the sola gratia. For, as 
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Atherton declares in the Preface: “This book is most needful at the 
present day. The teachings of many so-called Protestants are more 
in accordance with the dogmas of the papists or the ideas of Erasmus 
than with the principles of the Reformers.” At the present day, when 
Semi-Pelagianism in the form of Arminianism and even gross Pelagi- 
anism is spreading among the sects, and in its milder form, synergism, 
is being propagated by prominent men in the Lutheran Church, the 
Church needs the proclamation of these truths: “A man cannot be 
thoroughly humbled until he comes to know that his salvation is 
utterly beyond his own powers, counsel, endeavors, will, and works and 
absolutely depending on the will, counsel, pleasure, and work of 
another, that is, of God only. For if, as long as he has any persuasion 
that he can do even the least thing himself towards his own salvation, 
he retain a confidence in himself and do not utterly despair in him- 
self, so long he is not humbled before God, but he proposes to himself 
some place, some time, or some work whereby he may at length attain 
unto salvation.” (P.69. St.L. XVIII, 1715.) Again: “Thus, there- 
fore, it comes to pass that you theologians are so senseless and so 
many degrees below even schoolboys that, when you have caught hold 
of one imperative verb, you infer an indicative sense, as though what 
was commanded were immediately and even necessarily done or pos- 
sible to be done, ete.” (P.155. St. L., 1781.) And again: “These 
assertors of ‘free will’ are worse than the Pelagians themselves, and 
that on two counts. First, the Pelagians plainly, candidly, and in- 
genuously assert the ‘merit of worthiness,’ thus calling a boat a boat 
and a fig a fig and teaching what they really think, whereas our ‘free- 
will’ friends, while they think and teach the same thing, yet mock us 
with lying words and false appearances, as though they dissented from 
the Pelagians, when the fact is quite the contrary, so that, with respect 
to their hypocrisy, they seem to be the Pelagians’ strongest opposers, 
but with respect to the reality of the matter and their heart tenet 
they are twice-dipped Pelagians. And next, under this hypocrisy they 
estimate and purchase the grace of God at a much lower rate than 
the Pelagians themselves. For these assert that it is not a certain 
little something in us by which we attain unto grace, but whole, full, 
perfect, great, and many devoted efforts and works, whereas our 
friends declare that it is a certain little something, almost a nothing, 
by which we deserve grace.” (P. 354. St. L., 1938.) 


We thank God, too, that these men are lending their hands to 
the wider dissemination of the Scriptural doctrine of the gratia 
universalis. The Sovereign Grace Union of Great Britain, under 
whose auspices this translation is published, stands for particular 
redemption (p.6) and the other characteristic errors of Calvinism. 
These men will do well to ponder such statements as these: “It is 
the Gospel voice and the sweetest consolation to miserable sinners 
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where Ezekiel saith: ‘I desire not the death of a sinner, but rather 
that he should be converted and live’; and it is in all respects like 
unto that of Ps. 30,5: ‘For His wrath is but for a moment; in His 
willingness is life.’ And that of Ps. 36,7: ‘How sweet is Thy loving- 
kindness, O God!’ Also: ‘For I am merciful.’ And that of Christ 
(Matt. 11, 28): ‘Come unto Me, all ye that labor and are heavy laden, 
and I will give you rest.’” (P.167. St. L., 1791.) Again: “He desires 
that all men should be saved, seeing that He comes unto all by the 
Word of Salvation, and it is the fault of the will which does not re- 
ceive Him, as He saith (Matt. 23,37): ‘How often would I have 
gathered thy children together, and thou wouldest not!’” (P.173. 
St. L., 1796.) And again: “The God Incarnate, then, here speaks 
thus: ‘I would, and thou wouldst not.’ The God Incarnate, I say, was 
sent for this purpose, that He might desire, speak, do, suffer, and offer 
unto all all things that are necessary unto salvation.” (P.181. St. L., 
1802.) 

Furthermore, while Calvinism solves the mystery of the Cur alii 
prae aliis? by its denial of universal grace, Luther, teaching both the 
sola gratia and the gratia universalis, lets the mystery stand. “Why 
it is that some are touched by the Law and some are not touched, why 
some receive the offered grace and some despise it, that is another 
question which is not here treated on by Ezekiel, because he is speak- 
ing of the preached and offered mercy of God, not of that secret and 
to-be-feared will of God.” (P.171. St. L., 1794.) Again: “He de- 
sires that all men should be saved, seeing that He comes unto all men 
by the Word of Salvation, and it is the fault of the will which does 
not receive Him.... But why that Majesty does not take away or 
change this fault of the will in all, seeing that it is not in the power 
of man to do it, or why He lays that to the charge of the will which 
the man cannot avoid, it becomes us not to inquire; and though you 
should inquire much, yet you will never find out, as Paul saith (Rom. 
9,20): ‘Who art thou that repliest against God?” (P.173. St. L., 
1796.) Again: “But I here observe as I have observed before that 
we are not to dispute concerning that SECRET WILL of the divine 
majesty, and that that human temerity which, with incessant per- 
verseness, is ever leaving those things that are necessary and attacking 
and trying this point, is to be called off and driven back that it employ 
not itself in prying into those secrets of Majesty which it is im- 
possible to attain unto.” (P.181. St.L., 1801.) And once again: 
Men accuse God of injustice, “who crowns the wicked man freely with- 
out any merit and yet crowns not, but damns another who is perhaps 
less or at least not more wicked. But the light of glory speaks other- 
wise.” (P. 389. St. L., 1966.) Luther is continually pointing out that, 
since all men are equally corrupt and guilty and since the grace of 
God is universal and impartial, the question why some are saved and 
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others not must remain unanswered under the revelation given in the 
Bible, in “the light of grace,” but will be answered in “the light of 
glory.” Synergism solves the mystery by means of the violent ex- 
pedient of eliminating the sola gratia. Calvinism applies the equally 
violent expedient of eliminating the gratia universalis. Thus Calvin- 
ism has no occasion to discuss a mystery here. And that should give 
the Calvinist pause. He should perceive that his theology is not the 
theology of St. Paul, the theology which leads up to Rom. 11, 33, and 
estops men from solving and seeking to solve this mystery. 


Finally, Calvinists should note that, while both Calvin and Luther 
speak of the revealed and the hidden God, there is a fundamental dif- 
ference in their treatment of the matter and in the conclusions 
reached. Luther does not accept Calvin’s theology nor Calvin 
Luther’s. Calvinism has God nullify His revealed will, according to 
which He would have all men to be saved, through His secret will, 
according to which He would not have all men to be saved. For all 
practical purposes the gracious will of God, looking to the salvation 
of all men, is non-existent. Calvin declares that Ezek. 18, 23 (“Have 
I any pleasure at all that the wicked should die?”) does not extend to 
the whole human race. (Jnst., III, chap. 24, § 15: “If we are to ex- 
tend this to the whole human race,” ete. “How comes it, then, that, 
if God would have all to be saved, He does not open a door of repen- 
tance for the wretched, who would more readily have received grace ?”) 
Calvinism makes God contradict Himself. “As though God said: 
Outwardly, through the Word, I indeed call to My kingdom all of 
you to whom I give My Word; however, in My heart I do not mean 
this with respect to all, but only with respect to a few; for it is My 
will that the greatest part of those whom I call through the Word shall 
not be enlightened nor converted, but be and remain damned, although 
through the Word, in the call, I declare Myself to them otherwise. 
Hoc enim esset Deo contradictorias voluntates affingere, that is, for 
this would be to assign contradictory wills to God.” (Trigl., p. 1075.) 
And according to Calvinism this secret will of God is not a secret will. 
Calvinism is fully informed on it. But Luther does not presume to 
unfold to us the secret will of God. It has been shown in the preced- 
ing paragraph that Luther looks to the light of glory in heaven to 
give him an insight into the unsearchable judgments and inscrutable 
ways of God in dealing differently with different men of the same 
nature. (See pages 387—389.) Luther recognizes that there is 
a seeming contradiction here; but that will vanish in the light of 
glory. Above all, Luther insists that God’s revealed will, His will to 
save all men, must stand under all circumstances. Though God deals 
differently with different men (the reasons for that not being revealed, 
but remaining hidden, secret), we are to concern ourselves only with 
the revealed will of God. We must absolutely preach God as He has 
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revealed Himself, as the gracious, the universally gracious, God. 
“God, therefore, is to be left to remain in His own nature and majesty ; 
for in this respect we have nothing to do with Him, nor does He wish 
us to have, in this respect, anything to do with Him; but we have to 
do with Him as far as He is clothed in, and delivered to us by, His 
Word; for in that He presents Himself to us, and that is His beauty 
and His glory.... For God preached desires this: that, our sin and 
death being taken away, we might be saved; ‘He sent his Word and 
healed them,’ Ps. 107,20. ... But in the present case we are to con- 
sider His Word only and to leave that will inscrutable, seeing that 
it is by His Word, and not by that will inscrutable, that we are to 
be guided; for who can direct himself according to a will inscrutable 
and incomprehensible?” (P.172f. St. L., 1795f.) Again: “But I 
here observe as I have observed before that we are not to dispute con- 
cerning that secret will of the divine majesty, and that that human 
temerity which with incessant perverseness is ever leaving those things. 
that are necessary and attacking and trying this point, is to be called 
off and driven back that it employ not itself in prying into those 
secrets of Majesty which it is impossible to attain unto, seeing that 
they dwell in that light which is inaccessible, as Paul witnesseth 
(1 Tim. 6,16). But let the man acquaint himself with the God In- 
carnate, or, as Paul saith, with Jesus crucified. ... The God In- 
carnate, I say, was sent for this purpose, that He might desire, speak, 
do, suffer, and offer unto all all things that are necessary unto salva- 
tion.” (P.180f. St.L., 1801f.) In his commentary on Genesis, 
Luther enjoins all men from reading a Calvinistic sense into his De 
Servo Arbitrio. “Thus God reveals His will to us through Christ and 
the Gospel.... I have been at pains to inculcate this here and have 
gladly taken the opportunity to do so. For after my death many will 
dig up my books and quote them, endeavoring to prove by them all 
manner of errors and their own figments. I have indeed stated, among 
other things, that all things take place by necessity; but I also im- 
mediately added that we must look to that God who revealed Himself, 
as we sing in the Forty-sixth Psalm: ‘Jesus Christ it is, Of Sabaoth 
Lord, And there’s none other God.’ But they will turn aside from 
all these passages and take up only those that speak of the hidden 
God. Therefore I bid you, who read this, to remember that I have 
taught thus: You are not to pry into the predestination of the hidden 
God, but to rest content with that predestination which is revealed 
through the call and through the Gospel; for there you may obtain 
the assurance of faith and of salvation and can say: I believe in the 
Son of God, who said: ‘He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting 
life,’ John 3,36. Therefore there is no condemnation or wrath upon 
him, but God the Father is pleased with him. And just this I have 
taught in all my books, and I still teach it with a loud voice. I will 
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not accept responsibility for anything else.” (St. L., II, 184f.) Cal- 
vinists should ponder these statements and learn that a theology which 
denies John 3,16 is not the theology of Christ, not the theology of 
St. Paul, who “determined not to know anything among you save 
Jesus Christ and Him crucified” (1 Cor. 2, 2).2) 


The translation itself, made by Henry Cole in 1823, from Me- 
lanchthon’s edition of the book and now revised by H. Atherton, is 
a fine piece of work. A partial examination of the matter convinces 
us that it is a pretty faithful translation. It might pass, upon the 
whole, for a translation of the German translation of our St. Louis 
edition, Vol. XVIII. Or we might say that our German edition might 
pass for a translation of the English work. That is to say, both trans- 
lations are fairly exact. To be sure, the translation is not absolutely 
correct. Was ever a book translated by human beings that was ab- 
solutely correct? We have noticed a few mistranslations. For in- 
stance: “Why do we not here in like manner say at once — What, is 
our judgment nothing when compared with the divine judgments!” 
(P. 386.) “Weshalb sagen wir nicht gleicherweise auch hier: Unser 
Urteil ist nichts, wenn es mit Gottes Urteil verglichen wird?” (St. L., 
1964.) “Quare non similiter et hic dicitmus: Iudicium nostrum nihil 
est, st divino iudicio comparetur?” (Erl. Ed., v.a VII, p. 364. Thus 





2) G.Aulén (Das christliche Gottesbild in Vergangenheit und Gegen- 
wart, 1930) states on page 227: “The tendency of the present day is to make 
Deus absconditus the index” (of De Servo Arbitrio and of Luther’s the- 
ology), and then declares: “Here, as everywhere, where Luther speaks of 
‘the Deus absconditus he states emphatically that it is not our business to 
search the unsearchable and unapproachable divine majesty. It is for us 
to abide by the Deus revelatus. ... Deus absconditus sets limits to man, 
and specifically to the man of faith, beyond which he must not go. There 
are things which we cannot ‘know’ and should not desire to know. Why 
‘does God deal in just this manner and not differently? Faith does not 
answer these questions.... It is presumptuous and constitutes the crimen 
maiestatis to attempt to justify the ways of God before the forum of human 
reason and the human sense of justice. ... That does not mean, however, 
that faith must remain uncertain as to the nature of the divine will. 
Deus absconditus does not make this matter uncertain. It does not imply 
that the Deus revelatus, the revelation in Christ, no longer informs faith 
‘on God’s ‘nature’ and disposition. Luther does not take away what has 
just been given; he does not make of the revelation in Christ an empty 
pretense.” (P.228 ff.) Dr.M.Reu agrees with Aulén’s presentation of 
Luther’s exposition of the omnipotence of God in De Servo Arbitrio and 
of the Deus absconditus and Deus revelatus and adds: “Luther ist weber 
diesen Ausfuehrungen und Unterscheidungen die Hinheit des Gottesbildes 
nie verlorengegangen, und doch hielt er sich fern von allem rationalisieren- 
‘den Abschleifen der scheinbaren Gegensaetze, die sein Gottesbild an sich 
drug.” (Kirchliche Zeitschrift, March, 1931, p. 181.) 
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also Editio Princeps. Does Melanchthon’s edition perhaps give a dif- 
ferent reading?) —“. . . and that the Jews might not imagine that 
this did not apply to them by anticipation, and asserts that it applied 
to them most particularly.” (P.333.) “Und damit die Juden nicht 
glauben moechten, das gehe sie nicht an, so KOMMT PAULUS DEM ZUVOR, 
indem er behauptet, das gehe sie am meisten an.” (St. L., 1921.) “Ht 
ne Iudaet putarent, ad sese non pertinere, PRAEVENIT Paulus, asserens 
ad eos maxime pertinere.” (Erl. Ed., p. 328; and Ed. Pr.) — “Let him 
that dares, defend ‘free will’ against these damnable doctrines.” 
“Wider diese Verdammungsurteile.” “Adversus has damnationes.” 
(L. C.) —“. . . and the Book of Esther, though they [the Hebrews] 
have this last in their canon, and according to my judgment it is 
much more worthy of being there than any one of those that are con- 
sidered not to be in the canon.” (P.132.) “...und Esther. Obgleich 
sie dieses im Kanon haben, so waere es nach meinem Urteil doch mehr 
wert als alle, nicht fuer kanonisch gehalten zu werden.” (St. L., 1763.) 
“... Esther; quamvis hunc habeant in canone, dignior omnibus me 
tudice, qui extra canonem haberetur.” (Erl. Ed., p. 195. Ed. Pr. — 
Luther is referring to the apocryphal book “The Rest of the Chapters 
of the Book of Esther.” See Lehre und Wehre, 71, 166.) — The pas- 
sage in Erl. Ed., p.324, and Ed. Pr.: “Ostende mihi in universo 
genere mortalium unum, ... cut unquam in mentem venerit, hanc 
esse viam ad iustitiam et ad salutem, scilicet credere in eum, qui sit 
simul Deus et homo, pro peccatis hominum mortuus et suscitatus et 
collocatus ad dexteram Patris, AUT SOMNIARIT hanc iram Dei, quam 
Paulus his revelari de coelo dicit,;’ which is thus rendered on page 
328: “Show me one of the whole race of mankind . . . into whose mind 
it ever came that the way unto righteousness and salvation was to 
believe in Him who is both God and man, who died for the sins of 
men and rose again and sitteth at the right hand of God the Father, 
that He might still that wrath of God the Father which Paul here 
says is revealed from heaven,” is thus rendered in the St. L. Edition, 
1917: “Zeige mir in dem ganzen Menschengeschlecht einen, ... dem 
es jemals in den Sinn gekommen waere, dass dies der Weg zur Ge- 
rechtigkeit und zur Seligkeit set, naemlich zu glauben an den, der zu- 
gleich Gott und Mensch ist, gestorben fuer die Suenden der Menschen 
und wieder auferweckt und gesetzt zur Rechten des Vaters, ODER DER 
SICH HAETTE TRAEUMEN LASSEN von dem Zorn Gottes, von dem Paulus 
hier sagt, dass er vom Himmel offenbart werde.” — The passage: 
“+ Philippi Melanchthonis de Locis Theologicis invectum libellum, 
meo iudicio non solum immortalitate, sed canone quoque ecclesiastico 
dignum ...” (Erl. Ed., p.117) reads in the English translation: 
“ . . the incontrovertible Book of Philip Melanchthon Concerning 
Theological Questions, a book, in my judgment, worthy not only of 
being immortalized, but of being included in the ecclesiastical canon” 
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(p. 14), and in the German: “... das unueberwindliche Buechlein des 
Philipp Melanchthon, Loci Communes, welches nach meinem Urteil 
wert ist, nicht allein, dass es ewig bleibe, sondern auch, dass es IN DER 
KircHE ALS RICHTSCHNUR GELTE.” The German rendering is less liable 
to misconception. — “ILLupDIT autem sese Diatribe ignorantia sua, dum 
nihil distinguit inter Deum praedicatum et absconditum.” (P. 222.) 
“But the Diatribe is deceived by its own ignorance, in not making 
a distinction between God preached and God hidden.” (P.172.) “Die 
Diatribe macht sich aber selbst zum GEsPoETTE durch ihre Unwissen- 
heit, indem sie keinen Unterschied macht zwischen dem gepredigten 
und dem verborgenen Gott.” (P.1795.) It is hard to decide which 
is the better translation. — “Ht id sequenter probat per experientiam, 
quod INGRATI Deo tot vitiis subiectt fuerint.” (P.327.) “This he 
proves to them afterwards from experience, showing them that, being 
hated of God, they were given up to so many vices.” (P.332.) “Und 
das beweist er folgends durch die Erfahrung, dass sie als UNDANKBARE 
GEGEN GoTtT so vielen Lastern unterworfen waren.” (P.1920.) The 
English translation might be preferable; the preceding sentence speaks 
of the wrath of God revealed from heaven. — If one of the brethren 
who can find the time for it would note the passages of the German 
and the English translations which differ and publish such a compila- 
tion, together with the Latin original, say in the ConcorpiA THEO- 
LOGICAL MontHLY, that would prove a welcome help to those who will 
be studying The Bondage of the Will. 

And surely many will be studying it. Those Lutheran pastors 
who are more familiar with the English language than with the Ger- 
man (and with the Latin) will want this edition of De Servo Arbitrio. 

Tu. ENGELDER. 
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Has Our Church a Quarrel with Science? 


(Essay delivered before the convention of the Western District of the 
Missouri Synod, June, 1931.) 


He who makes clear distinctions teaches well. So says the old 
Latin proverb. Or: He whose definitions are clear at the outset, will 
most likely succeed in presenting his subject in a convincing manner. 
Let us therefore begin with some definitions, in keeping with the word- 
ing of our topic. 

Has our Church a quarrel with science? is our question. The 
term our Church here does not refer to the Christian Church in 
general nor to the Protestant denominations as they have been or- 
ganized during the past four hundred odd years. We are speaking 
of the Lutheran Church, specifically of that body which is represented 
in the present convention. It is the church organization which un- 

53 





834 Has Our Church a Quarrel with Science? 


equivocally, without restriction, accepts the Bible as the verbally in- 
spired Word of God, in which, as the Lord gave it by the mouth and 
pen of His chosen prophets and apostles, there is no mistake, neither 
in substance nor in form, neither in doctrine nor in questions of life, 
neither in historical account nor in incidental reference. It is the 
church organization which, just as unequivocally, preaches the way 
of salvation through the vicarious atonement of Jesus Christ, the Son 
of God and the Son of Mary, and through Him alone.— And our 
definition of science is taken from the Standard Dictionary: “Knowl- 
edge gained and verified by exact observation and correct thinking, 
especially as methodically formulated and arranged in a rational 
system.” The same dictionary explains science proper as “embracing 
a) exact knowledge of facts (historical or empirical science), b) exact 
knowledge of laws, obtained by correlating facts (nomological science), 
and c) exact knowledge of proximate causes (rational science).” Note 
the use of the adjective exact and the insistence upon facts, laws, and 
causes that can be clearly seen or logically developed. It is clear that 
speculations and logical absurdities are alike excluded in true science 
and that fects and processes demonstrated beyond the shadow of 
a doubt are alone admissible in any discussion worthy of the name 
of science. 

On the basis of these two definitions the answer to our question 
should offer no difficulties, provided we can accept the situation as 
presented in the explanations involved. The “Lutheran Church has 
never had a disagreement, a quarrel, with true science, while science 
actually worked in its own sphere. The word of Luther according to 
which he would place all arts in the service of the Gospel could just 
as well be applied to the field of the sciences, especially the natural 
sciences. To us the book of nature is the second great book of the 
revelation of God, for we do not hesitate to place it immediately after 
the one book of the absolute revelation of God, the Bible. — On the 
other hand, true science has never considered itself an absolute pos- 
sessor of the truth, but only an open-minded searcher for the truth. 
It has never presumed to be dogmatic and dictatorial in matters 
which actually were and are beyond human ken. It was less than 
three decades ago that science still spoke of the atom as the smallest 
unit of an element, whereas now we have been forced to admit that 
even ions and electrons seem to be infinitesimal worlds of matters 
under electrical control. Our physics text-books of two decades ago 
spoke of Newton’s law of gravity in an altogether self-evident way, 
whereas now we are assured that it has apparently been superseded by 
Einstein’s theory of relativity. Or glance at the history of medicine. 
Although even Galen had shown that the arteries contained only 
blood, yet most physicians of the seventeenth century before the days 
of Harvey believed that “the object of the pulse was the same as that 
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of the respiration,” namely, that, when the artery was at its point of 
greatest expansion, it was “filled with air, which had been drawn 
through the skin,” and that, when the artery had contracted, it had 
emitted through the pores of the skin “the air, spirits, or fuliginous 
vapors.” And think of the enormous advance that has been made in 
the science of medicine since the days of Harvey (1578—1657)! Even 
the layman in the field finds in such recent publications as Chemistry 
in Medicine such an amazing amount of information that his mind 
can hardly grasp the significance of some of the recent discoveries. 

Very decidedly, then, we declare that we have no quarrel with 
science when it remains within its province, namely, that of discover- 
ing facts and laws and searching for proximate causes, provided 
always, of course, that every scientist is an honest searcher for truth 
and insists upon exact knowledge and correct logical deductions. We 
rejoice that such an enormous advance has been made in the field of 
physics that the forces of nature are better understood from day to 
day and that many of them are properly put into the service of man 
by new inventions. And our respect for the men working in this 
field is certainly not lessened by the fact that Michelson, who died 
only very recently, told the American Association for the Advance- 
ment of Science very clearly about the limitations of science and that 
Millikan, the other American winner of the Nobel prize in the field 
_of physics, said in an essay on “Science and Religion,” published 
a few years ago: “My fourth obvious fact is that every one who 
reflects at all believes in one way or another in God.... It seems 
to me as obvious as breathing that every man who is sufficiently in 
his senses to recognize his own inability to comprehend the problem 
of existence, to understand whence he himself came and whither he is 
going, must in the very admission of that ignorance and finiteness 
recognize the existence of a Something, a Power, a Being, in whom 
and because of whom he himself lives and moves and has his being. 
That Power, that Something, that Existence, we call God.” (Science 
and Life, 56f.) Similarly we are pleased to note that Shepardson, 
a university professor of electrical engineering of international fame, 
does not hesitate to state, in his The Religion of an Electrical Engi- 
neer: “The evidence obtainable from study of material phenomena 
gives us confidence in concluding that a Supreme Being exists, that 
He is profoundly intelligent, that He designed and constructed and 
governs the universe, and that He encourages those who seek to learn 
of His works and ways” (p.63). And on another page: “The scien- 
ticulist with a smattering of second-hand knowledge may presume to 
ridicule the simple statements of remarkable events; but the real 
scientist recognizes that what he does not know is far more than what 
he does know, and his mind is on the alert for additional knowledge” 
(p. 91). And on still another page: “Jesus Christ was either the Son 
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of God or else a deceiver, and the evidence all points to His being 
genuine” (p. 131). 

We have the highest regard also for the science of chemistry, and 
that in all its departments and subdivisions, geochemistry, organic 
chemistry, inorganic chemistry, physical chemistry, sanitary chem- 
istry, agricultural chemistry, and particularly biochemistry as it cor- 
relates with medicine. The advance of the last thirty years in the 
conquest of dietary diseases, in the study of the internal secretions, in 
the progress in the field of anesthesia, in the combat against various 
germ diseases, is greater than that of the previous three hundred 
years. But here again we are glad to find that some of the foremost 
scholars in the field, like Doctor Kelly of Baltimore, have retained 
their simple faith in the one absolute truth, the revelation of the 
Bible. 

Our interest in the field of archeology is great and abiding. We 
follow not only the popular, but also the scientific accounts of the 
American School at Athens, of the American Academy in Rome, of 
the American Schools of Oriental Research (Jerusalem and Bagdad), 
of the School of American Research at Santa Fe, with its recent work 
in Chaco Canyon and Jemez Canyon, N. Mex., and even of the Amer- 
ican School of Prehistoric Research; we read the accounts of the 
work done in the valley of the Euphrates, especially at Ur, of that 
carried on in and near Jerusalem and in various parts of the Holy 
Land, at Ephesus, at Corinth, in various parts: of Italy, in the ancient 
Mayan cities of Central America, and other centers of prehistoric 
civilization. Much outstanding work is being done and much of it 
has been made accessible in sets like Wonders of the Past, edited by 
J.A.Hammerton. And we are happy to find that the first article of 
this set, by Prof. A. H. Sayce, contains a passage which certainly is 
of great interest to all those who have consistently maintained the 
truth of the Bible. He writes: “If we turn from the world of prac- 
tical politics to that of science, there is another question relating to 
mankind upon which archeological discovery throws light. Ever since 
the establishment of the doctrine of evolution it has been assumed 
that man started like a child and slowly grew into what he is to-day. 
Our primitive ancestor has been seen again in the modern savage, 
whose nearest representative he has been held to be. The brain and 
mentality of civilized man, it has been assumed, have developed out 
of small beginnings; he started almost on the level with the brute 
beasts and has become a Newton or a Napoleon. But here again 
archeology stands in the way. The men who carved the hardest of 
stones into living portraitures in the Egypt of six thousand years ago 
or, at a later epoch, erected the Parthenon at Athens were in no way 
inferior to the most gifted of ourselves. We have accumulated more 
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knowledge, it is true, but we can claim no superiority in the powers 
of mind. And if we go back to a still earlier age, the record is the 
same. The marvelous drawings of paleolithic man of the Aurignacian 
age prove that on the artistic side there has been little, if any, develop- 
ment. Indeed, when we consider the conditions under which his work 
was done, in a climate like that of Greenland and amid the darkness 
of subterranean caverns, we are inclined to regard him as the greatest 
artist humanity has produced. But long before the Aurignacian ar- 
tist had drawn his bisons or carved his reindeer, language had been 
invented, and the use of fire had been discovered. And the invention 
of language was the highest mental feat ever accomplished by man- 
kind. The brains that evolved it were fully comparable with our own. 
The savage of to-day, so far from being a representative of those 
who possessed them, is either a degenerate or the descendant of races 
which invented nothing.” 

In the same way we could look at the other sciences: at biology, 
with its subdivisions of zoology, botany, and human anatomy and 
physiology; at anthropology, with its fascinating field of religions 
and customs; at geology, with its study of rocks and minerals; at 
paleontology, with its research work in fossils and remains of previous 
faunas and floras of various parts of the world. Everywhere we find 
interesting and valuable material; everywhere we mark the footsteps 
of the Creator, of the all-wise and beneficent heavenly Father. There 
is no quarrel with science on this ground. 

No; it is only when science ceases to function in its proper 
sphere that our Church finds occasion to protest, when science be- 
comes pseudoscience, when it leaves the domain of exact knowledge 
and descends to the field of speculation, when hypotheses and theories 
are promulgated on the basis of inadequate data, when the so-called 
“doctrine of evolution” is regarded as an immutable law to explain 
the origin of life, and when even the existence of God, the Creator of 
the universe, is denied. We resent statements like the following: 
“Natural selection and the change of species by descent, the broad 
principle of evolution, are now facts not controverted by those who 
desire to appear intelligent.” (Barton, Medicine, the Science of 
Health, 135.) Statements like these could be quoted by the hundreds, 
and we contend that they are not scientific. We know that the prin- 
ciple of organic evolution as laid down by Darwin has been modified 
so that very little of his contention remains. We know that leading 
men in every department of science have deeply deplored the develop- 
ment of a science falsely so called, on the basis of a theory which 
lacks the fundamental points of proof. George McCready Price has 
well put it for the science of geology when he writes (The Geological 
Ages Hoax, 21): “It is the supreme folly of all pseudoscience to begin 
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somewhere away back at the vanishing point of the vistas of a past 
eternity and to attempt by sheer cosmic dead-reckoning to work up 
to the present by slow stages, and to arrive here with a sufficiently 
small cargo of ‘living’ species unaccounted for, so as to splice on 
smoothly and easily with the present on the basis of uniformity among 
the rocks and transformisms among the plants and animals. This is 
the supreme type of all hypothetical science, a magnificent hang-over 
from the scholasticism of the Middle Ages; it has no resemblance to 
the secure sciences of objective facts, after the order of Galileo and 
Newton, of Bacon, Linnaeus, and Pasteur.” 

If people calling themselves scientists persist in bringing the 
theory of evolution into their work, then we have a number of ques- 
tions to ask which might help them to organize their data. As, for 
instance : — 


Where did the first electron come from? Where do the laws of 
nature come from? How did life originate? What about religion and the 
divine image in man? (Cp. Herget, Questions Evolution Does Not Answer.) 


Or, to take just a few questions from the Lutheran Witness 
(1927, 364) :— 


How did protoplasm acquire its power of growth and reproduction? 
Where is a single genealogical link to show that the existences of one race 


of animals derive their lineage from the existences of another? How could 
instincts be transmitted when still in a rudimentary stage, hence useless? 

What we expect of all human knowledge and endeavor we also 
expect of science, namely, to take every thought captive under the 
obedience of the Word of God. This does not cramp research, but 
rather it consecrates every endeavor of the human mind; it lifts the 
intellect to the highest levels of its possibilities; it will tend to bring 
back, also in this respect, the perfect knowledge which belonged to 
Adam in the state of innocence, when he gave names to all cattle and 
to the fowl of the air and to every beast of the field, Gen. 2, 20. 

We close with a word from Hitchcock, The Religion of Geology 
(33): “Finally, I would throw out a caution to those friends of relig- 
ion who are very fearful that the discoveries of science will prove in- 
jurious to Christianity. Why should the enlightened Christian, who 
has a correct idea of the firm foundation on which the Bible rests, 
fear that any disclosures of the arcana of nature should shake its 
authority or weaken its influence? Is not the God of revelation the 
God of nature also? And must not His varied works tend to sustain 
and elucidate, instead of weakening and darkening, one another?... 
(Quoting from Dr.J. Pye Smith) Christianity is secure, and true 
science will always pay homage to the divine Creator and Sovereign, 
‘of whom and through whom and to whom are all things and unto 
whom be glory forever.’ ” P. E. KrerzMann. 
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There is a very significant article in the New Republic of June 10, 
1931, the gist of which is reproduced in the August, 1931, number of 
the Readers’ Digest. Its general line of thought is that of a similar 
article on porch-climbers in the Forum of April, 1931. Both articles 
speak at some length and with considerable frankness of high-powered 
salesmanship and of modern selling methods in general. And their 
conclusions are not at all favorable to this form of selling, with alli 
the machinery that has been assembled to serve the end of this high- 
pressure salesmanship, which in its present form is a product of the 
World War. 

The manner in which these high-powered campaigns are put on is 
ably described, not only in these two articles, but in a number of 
others which have lately appeared. It is not the fact of making use of 
legitimate means for publicity purposes that the writers deplore, but 
the manner in which newspaper- and radio-advertising is prostituted 
in inducing spending and discouraging thrift. The work of such men 
in invading the home is scored especially strongly because the sales- 
men who make use of this type of approach take advantage of the 
virtues of courtesy and hospitality which give them an undue open- 
ing. An encounter with such a salesman usually proceeds as follows. 
If the agent once manages to get into the house (or office), he will 
use his carefully rehearsed approach, his glib arguments, and per- 
suasive oratory until the resistance of the prospective customer is 
worn down. In a great many cases the signature on the dotted line 
is received, and the article or commodity concerned is delivered. So 
far, so good — from the standpoint of the company. But then comes 
the aftermath, a resentment which increases with every instalment 
payment. Even if the article or set of books is good, the chances are 
that this particular salesman will never again make a sale at this 
stand unless the purchaser meekly yields to the spirit of this jazz age 
and makes a consistent effort to keep up with the Joneses. That is 
one aspect of the psychology of high-powered salesmanship. 

Discussions of this kind may well give church-workers cause for 
thought, for similar phenomena are found also in church history. 
The psychology of religion in particular has investigated the great 
religious epidemics, such as the Great Awakening of about a century 
ago, due chiefly to the work of the Wesleys in England and to that 
of George Whitefield and Jonathan Edwards in America. Due to 
the character of the preaching affected by these hortatory evangelists 
great masses of people were aroused to a very high pitch of excitement, 
declaring their willingness to become members of the Church under 
circumstances of almost pathological intensity. Recent investigations 
into the field of these movements have uncovered by-products of 
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a morbid and even of a criminal nature, chiefly because of the emo- 
tional tendency of the appeal mainly employed. And even if this 
phase of such epidemics is not so strongly in evidence, there is always 
the danger of a mere emotional storm, with a reaction unfavorable to 
real understanding of church-membership and progress in church- 
work. In an evangelistic campaign of this kind which the present 
writer had occasion to witness a score of years ago, the number of 
those who “hit the sawdust trail” was given as slightly over ten 
thousand. But when a careful census of actual accessions in member- 
ship was made about a year later, the actual gain amounted to less 
than one per cent., although the machinery of the campaign had 
drawn upon the resources of practically all the Protestant (not the 
conservative Lutheran) churches of a large city. 

It is but natural to ask: How is the phenomenon of high-pressure 
church-work as evidenced by such campaigns to be explained? What 
is its psychology? What good results, if any, can be ascribed to such 
procedures? How should serious-minded church-workers look upon 
efforts which savor of high-powered salesmanship in demanding recog- 
nition of the truth of the Gospel and in gaining new members for the 
Church ? 

Let us hasten to state here at once that any investigation of this 
kind does not intend to impugn the motives of workers who employ 
high-powered methods, as though such efforts in themselves had the 
concomitant of moral deficiency. Even in affairs of this world it 
would be rash to say that every promoter is insincere and acting 
merely from selfish motives. And who would want to cast a suspicion 
of this kind on John and Charles Wesley, on George Whitefield, on 
Jonathan Edwards, or even on “Gipsy” Smith? The fact that these 
men, at least in many respects, followed false leads, that they were 
misguided enthusiasts, that they preferred emotion to conviction, does 
not in itself miltate against their sincerity. 

But right here we have the very core of the phenomenon known 
as high-pressure church-work, namely, the use of emotionality or sug- 
gestibility in influencing people for a cause. “The essential character- 
istic of the process,” as Gardner puts it (Psychology and Preaching, 
210), “is that there is brought before the mind a presentation under 
such conditions as tend to secure its uncritical acceptance.” The 
process may be far from reaching the stage of hysteria or hypnosis, 
the former being an abnormal nervous condition very favorable to the 
uncritical acceptance of ideas and the latter a state of abnormal sug- 
gestibility induced by the use of certain kinds of suggestion; and yet 
the fact of abnormal suggestion is the outstanding feature of all move- 
ments of this kind, from the Crusades to the present day. If we 
remember that the primary mental function, as here concerned, is 
belief, which means the acceptance of a presentation as true on the 
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basis of conviction, and then note the approach of high-pressure work- 
ers with their attempt to introduce ideas into the minds of men in 
such a way as to prevent any opposing idea or contrary feeling from 
entering their consciousness, we have the factor of the essential 
dangerousness of such a procedure in the spiritual field in its un- 
disguised nakedness. 

In further analyzing this matter, let us follow the presentation 
of Gardner in his Psychology and Preaching, with certain references 
to the work of Howlett, Jordan, Sheridan, Squires, Wilson, and others. 
The two fundamental laws of ordinary suggestibility may be said to 
be the following: 1. Suggestibility varies inversely as the insistence 
of the personality upon maintaining its independence or autonomy 
without an unreasonable contrariness varies. 2. Suggestibility varies 
inversely as the mental equipment and organization of the person or 
persons concerned varies; for the wider the background of knowledge 
and the keener the logical ability, the more difficult will be the process 
of working conviction. The slightest reflection will show that, while 
all men may be said to be in some measure suggestible, yet the 
variety of suggestibility is very great, a fact which places upon the 
church-worker the double need of caution lest he at any time de- 
liberately foster a suggestibility which will interfere with the purpose 
of all churech-work, that of working conviction of the truth in the 
hearts of men. 

From this it is immediately evident that the church-worker must 
distinguish most carefully between normal and abnormal, between 
legitimate and illegitimate suggestion. Thus the indirection of 
normal suggestion is perfectly legitimate since it excludes the feeling 
that any form of control is being forced upon the subject and, in fact, 
the most effective method often is a great show of frankness and 
straightforwardness, which is the very perfection of indirection, but 
may under no condition degenerate into mere selfish propaganda. For 
whatever else is done, it is essential to secure the confidence of the 
subject, not by an assumption of knowledge and authority which the 
church-worker, and in particular the preacher, does not possess, but 
by actual worth, by a mastery of subject-matter which will justify the 
confidence given by the subject. The point of sterling honesty cannot 
be too strongly emphasized at this juncture. Gardner writes (op. cit., 
226 f.): “The people often listen with rapt attention to one who has 
acquired a wide reputation as a great preacher, even though his 
utterances may be very commonplace and would be so regarded if they 
came from an obscure man.... A man of mediocre ability may by 
shrewd self-advertisement acquire on this ground an authority in 
religious and political bodies which would be laughable were it not so 
Serious in its practical import. Sometimes a veritable charlatan 
secures in this way a greater influence over many people than men of 
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sound character and ripe wisdom can acquire.... Some men have 
a strange power to cast a spell over others. It is popularly called 
‘personal magnetism,’ though that is by no means a descriptive phrase, 
only a name for our ignorance. Sometimes it seems to be a charming 
winsomeness that takes us willing captives; sometimes we feel a con- 
tagious enthusiasm which, like a pervasive warmth, penetrates and 
thaws out the frost of our indifference or even our opposition; some- 
times we find ourselves quietly submitting without a struggle to the 
sheer dominating strength of a personality against which we feel it 
vain to strive. But whatever form this power takes, it seems so to 
master us by the inhibition of our individual rational powers that the 
ideas of the masterful personality are grafted upon our pliant minds.” 

A person who makes use of such means, especially if he deliber- 
ately emphasizes certain attractive features of his own personality, 
is apt to follow up his first success by trying to sway individuals and 
entire audiences by strong emotions or mighty passions, especially if 
he encourages certain peculiar prejudices and predilections held by 
the subject. If there is added a careful repetition, the motor impulse 
started by the first idea will have its pressure increased, until the sheer 
cumulative force will wear down the resistance of the subject. We 
must keep in mind that our aim is to produce voluntary action, the 
rational control of conduct consecrated by faith. If church-workers, 
even unconsciously, but especially by conscious, deliberate intention, 
precipitate into action before conviction has been wrought, such action 
will either be subsequently deplored and with difficulty be reconsidered 
and changed, or there will result an enfeeblement of will on the part 
of the subject which will be quite as disastrous as the untimely yield- 
ing itself. In connection with this thought Gardner remarks (p. 233): 
“This exactly describes the situation of thousands who to-day are en- 
rolled as member of Christian churches and, while it enables the 
churches to make a brave show as to numerical strength, is one of 
the chief causes of the comparative lack of power of organized Chris- 
tianity. I make bold to say that the disastrous results of this false 
psychological method are more general and more irremediable in the 
realm of religion than anywhere else.” 

These points are applicable, not only to the actual personal work 
of pastors and church-workers in general, but also to the various forms 
of church publicity, newspaper publicity, every other product of the 
printer’s art, radio-broadcasting, street-car advertising, ete. Unless 
church publicity is thoroughly honest as to form, content, and scope, 
and unless it can be attended by corresponding follow-up work and 
adequate education, it cannot be said to be legitimate from the stand- 
point of sound pedagogy. Edwards (Fundamental Principles of 
Learning and Study, p.67f.) quotes with approval the words of 
James: “Every time a resolve or a fine glow of feeling evaporates 
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without bearing practical fruit is worse than a chance lost; it works 
so as positively to hinder future resolutions and emotions from taking 
the normal path of discharge. There is no more contemptible type of 
human character than that of the nerveless sentimentalist and 
dreamer, who spends his life in a weltering sea of sensibility and 
emotion, but who never does a manly, concrete deed.” And again, in 
developing the thought of the dependence of the feelings upon action, 
Edwards writes: “One of the fundamental things of which the 
educator must take advantage in developing the feeling habits of 
pupils [is here indicated]. Get him to act so that he will have the 
right feelings. Do not merely arouse the feeling. What one feels 
may be enjoyed as so much pleasure. One may have a thrill and 
wait expectantly for the next thrill, and the enjoying of the thrill be 
the sum and substance of the matter” (p. 146). 

The observance of these principles is all the more important since 
in church-work we are usually working with assemblies, in which the 
so-called psychology of audiences plays a very prominent part. More- 
over, our audiences are ordinarily purposive assemblies, the people 
coming together for a definite object. It is so easy to make the in- 
spiration of such a gathering one of the mere emotional type, with 
appeals addressed to the feelings alone, after the manner of the horta- 
tory preacher or exhorter. It often means the use of deliberate 
restraint to keep the appeal on the intellectual plane; for that is 
what real inspiration in church-work should amount to. If the leader 
of such an assembly deliberately welds the conglomerates into an 
emotional unit, then the powerful influence of crowd suggestion may 
work havoc in defeating the ends of conviction. Let us once more 
quote Gardner (loc. cit., 245f.): “These frequent large aggregations 
of people, in which . . . collective suggestion is greater and the units 
are more readily fused than in smaller ones, constitute one of the 
most effective means of developing and strengthening the conscious- 
ness of the unity of men in an age of specialization of individuals and 
groups; if only the process of psychic fusion can be kept from going 
to the excess which effaces the sense of individual responsibility, 
disintegrates and weakens personality, and results in hurtful collective 
action.... If the emotional tide runs so high as to submerge the 
intellectual life and drown all definite ideas in its flood, the second 
purpose as well as the first is wholly defeated. No sentiment is then 
developed, no ideal is established, but only a thirst is created for wild 
and senseless emotional intoxication, which is disorganizing and 
debilitating in its effect upon personality.” 

What may we learn from this discussion of high-powered sales- 
manship and high-pressure work, especially in the field of the Church’s 
endeavor to spread the Kingdom? In the first place, it might be well 
for us to speak of “winning souls” rather than of “saving souls.” It 
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is true that the latter expression is found in the Bible, as when St. 
Paul speaks of the possibility of saving some of the members of his 
own race, Rom. 11, 14, and when he tells his pupil Timothy: “In doing 
this, thou shalt both save thyself and them that hear thee,” 1 Tim. 
4,16. But in both cases the idea of “saving” is that which we com- 
monly associate with an act rescuing and does not conflict with the 
proper sense of Scripture. The phrase “saving souls” has, in sectarian 
circles, gained a connotation which at least seems to place the burden 
of the rescue from eternal death upon the church-worker, especially 
if prayer is regarded as a means of saving and the “wrestling” for a 
soul is a feature of revivals. The Bible tells us that Christ saved the 
souls of all men from sin, death, and the power of the devil. “God 
will save Zion,” Ps. 69,35. “He [the Messiah] shall save the needy,” 
Ps. 72,13. “The Lord, their God, shall save them in that day as the 
flock of His people,” Zech. 9,16. “He shall save His people from their 
sins,” Matt. 1,21. “Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners,” 
1 Tim.1,15. “The Son of Man is come to save that which was lost,” 
Matt. 18, 11. — But of men the Scripture says, of their labor of love 
to bring the knowledge of salvation to others: “He that winneth 
souls is wise,” Prov. 11,30. “If he shall hear thee, thou hast gained 
thy brother,” Matt.18,15. “That I might gain the more; ... that 
I might gain them that are under the Law; ... that I might by all 
means save some,” 1 Cor. 9, 19. 20. 22. 

In the second place, the right kind of publicity certainly has the 
sanction of Scripture. Some of the Bible phrases used in modern 
church-advertising, it is true, are torn from their proper connection, 
as Jer. 50,2, where a special prophecy against Babylon is quoted. But 
we have the Great Commission, Mark 16, 15 and Matt. 28, 19, to which 
we may well add Luke 12,3: “Whatsoever ye have spoken in dark- 
ness shall be heard in the light; and that which ye have spoken in the 
ear shall be proclaimed upon the housetops.” Cp. Matt.10,27. But 
all publicity connected with the Church of Jesus Christ must be in 
conformity with the dignity and importance of His message of sal- 
vation. Levity in publicity as well as in the pulpit cannot be too 
strongly condemned. And just as important is the consideration that 
the publicity of the bulletin-board, of the poster, of the hand-bill, of 
the circular letter, of the radio announcement, be backed up by solid 
and sound Bible-preaching and -teaching. It is dishonest to make 
a claim concerning the full preaching of the Word of God, also ac- 
cording to the confessions of the Lutheran Church, and then present 
a message which is nothing but a diluted solution of the truth. We 
are to preach Law and Gospel, sin and grace, and make it a personal 
message, so that in either case the hearer will gain the conviction: 
I am the man. Glittering generalities and oratorial verbosity are not 
in agreement with the specimens of preaching offered in the Bible, 
either in the gospels or in the Book of Acts. 
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In close connection with this point we mention, in the third 
place, the need of thorough indoctrination. Scripture itself fixes the 
minimum requirements for admission into the membership of the 
Christian Church, and no faithful pastor may set these aside in the 
interest of numbers. The Bible gives the following objectives for the 
teaching of religion: Knowledge of Jesus Christ as the Son of God 
and the Savior of the world, Acts 8,37; 16,31; a life of sanctification, 
1 Thess. 4,3; the ability to examine oneself before partaking of the 
Lord’s Supper, 1 Cor. 11,29; a constant growth in the knowledge of 
the truth, Heb. 5,12—6,3; Eph. 4,14—16; the ability to distinguish 
between truth and error, 1 John 4,1 ff.; readiness to defend the truth, 
1 Pet. 3,15; contending for the faith, Jude3. If we reduce these 
requirements, we do so at our own peril and that of the Church for 
which we profess to be working. JIndoctrinated hearts is the demand 
of Scripture, and high-pressure church-work may never have the ob- 
jective of gaining numbers af the expense of sound indoctrination. 

In the fourth place, it is at least a matter of grave doubt whether 
the objects of the Church are served best by means of campaigns, 
drives, and similar plans and contrivances, no matter how well- 
meaning are the people who suggest them and possibly work heart and 
soul for them. Projects of this kind almost invariably mean forcing 
the issue, even if temporary success is registered. Supersalesmanship 
will almost certainly have negative results in the end; for the resent- 
ment wrought by jazz methods will come to the surface after the effect 
of suggestion is worn off. The pedagogical slogan of the Bible may 
well be put into the words: Education is a slow process. Our Lord 
Himself says concerning the work of the Kingdom: “First the blade, 
then the ear, then the full corn in the ear,” Mark 4,28. The same 
thought‘is contained in the famous saying of the Apostle Paul: “How 
shall they call on Him in whom they have not believed? And how 
shall they believe in Him of whom they have not heard? And how 
shall they hear without a preacher? ... So, then, faith cometh by 
hearing and hearing by the Word of God,” Rom. 10,14.17. And the 
entire idea of high-pressure church-work is scored by the same apostle 
when he writes: “So, then, it is not of him that willeth nor of him 
that runneth, but of God, that showeth mercy,” Rom. 9, 16. — More- 
over, it should not be forgotten that the Lord does not sanction a blind 
going forward. He does indeed speak of a faith that moves moun- 
tains, but that is the confidence resting upon the promises of His 
Word, not upon schemes which collide with clear principles of His 
eternal will. His references to the person who intends to build a tower 
and does not sit down first to count the cost and to the king who 
intends to wage war and does not consider first whether he be able 
with ten thousand to meet him that cometh against him with twenty 
thousand, Luke 14, 28—33, are well known, and they are in keeping 
with His pedagogy throughout the Bible. 
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In the last place, high-pressure church-work must be looked upon 
with suspicion because it almost invariably links a big project with 
certain names of men. Luther showed the right attitude when he 
refused to have his work associated with his name as long as this 
meant identification with his person, and it was only when he could 
definitely expound his position concerning the doctrine which was 
connected with his name that he consented to the designation Lu- 
theran for the old Apostolic Church as it had been cleansed through 
the work of the Reformation. This is in entire agreement with the 
Holy Scriptures. Not the person should be in the foreground, but the 
message; if the message is lost in the identity of the person, there 
is something wrong. The Apostle Paul writes: “We preach not our- 
selves, but Christ Jesus the Lord; and ourselves your servants for 
Jesus’ sake,” 2 Cor.4,5. This is in agreement with his words written 
just a few months before: “Who, then, is Paul, and who is Apollos, 
but ministers by whom ye believed, even as the Lord gave to every 
man? I have planted, Apollos watered; but God gave the increase. 
So, then, is neither he that planteth anything, neither he that 
watereth, but God, that giveth the increase,” 1 Cor. 3, 5—7. Herein the 
apostle agrees with John the Baptist, who plainly stated: “He [Christ] 
must increase, but I must decrease. He that cometh from above is 
above all; he that is of the earth is earthly and speaketh of the earth; 
He that cometh from heaven is above all,” John 3, 30. 31. If the work 
of the Church is done in this spirit, then the motto of our Church 
can and will truly stand: SOLI DEO GLORIA! 

P. E. KretzMann. 





~~ 
eur 


Dispofitionen iiber die von der Synodalkonferenz 
angenommene Serie altteftamentlider Texte. 





Zweiundzwanzigſter Sountay nad Trinitatis. 
Gen. 50, 15—21. 


Joſeph ijt ein Vorbild unſers Heilandes JEſu Chrifti. Wie Yofeph, 
den fein Vater lieber hatte als feine andern Sohne, von diefen verfauft 
und in Yammer und Elend Hineingefdict wurde, Gott aber diefe böſe 
Tat gebrauchte, um viel Volks, ja Joſephs eigene Briider bom Hunger- 
tode gu erretten, fo ijt Chrijtus, Gottes de3 Vaters Lieber Sohn, von 
feinen eigenen Griidern im Fleiſch verfauft, mit größter Schmach und 
bitterftem Leiden itberhauft worden; aber Gott hat diefe ſchmähliche 
Tat gebraucht, feinen ewigen Ratſchluß gur Erlöſung der Menſchheit 
auszuführen. — Sofeph ijt aud ein Vorbild eines jeden treuen Chrijten. 
Wie Yofeph gottſelig gelebt hat, fo der Chrijt; wie es dem Yofeph ge- 
gangen ijt, fo aud dem Chrijten: Der Geredhte muß viel leiden; aber 
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alles mug ifm gum beften dienen. — Noch in einem andern Stück ijt 
Joſephs Geſchichte ein Abbild des Chriſtenlebens. Dies führt uns unſer 
Text vor die Augen, und dies wollen wir heute miteinander betrachten: 


Wie Chriſten ſich verhalten ſollen, wenn ſie gegeneinander 
geſündigt haben. 
1. Sie bekennen einander ihre Sünden. 
2. Sie vergeben einander ihre Sünden. 


1. 

Joſephs Brüder Hatten ſchwer an ihm geſündigt (kurz erzählen). 
Neid, Schmähung, Mißhandlung, Harthergigkeit, ſchließlich Verkauf in 
die Sklaverei, das waren ihre Sünden. Alles, was er dadurch erlitten 
hatte: Knechtſchaft, Verachtung, Verſuchung, Gefangenſchaft, Leibes- 
und Seelennot — alles hatten fie verſchuldet. Sie nennen es ihre Bos— 
heit, V. 15. Es war nicht zufällig, ohne Abſicht, geſchehen, daß ihr Tun 
dem Joſeph ſolches Elend gebracht hatte; das hatten ſie beabſichtigt, ja 
ſie hatten es noch viel ſchlimmer gemeint: ſie wollten den Träumer aus 
dem Wege ſchaffen; nur Gottes Hand hatte dieſen böſen Plan vereitelt. — 
So verſündigen wir uns gegeneinander. Das ſollte bei Chriſten un— 
möglich ſein; aber ſie haben noch das alte Fleiſch an ſich und Teufel 
und Welt um ſich; dieſe Feinde verführen ſie zu allerlei Sünden, auch 
gu Sünden gegen ihre Mitchriſten. David gegen Uria. Sonntags— 
ebangelium: ein Mitknecht fchuldet dem Schalfsfnecht hundert Grofden. 
Denfe niemand: So etwas fann mir nicht pajfieren. Die Sünde liegt 
immer bor der Tir. Che wir's uns verjehen, haben wir dem Nachjten 
durd) Verleumdung, Liige, ja wohl durch tatfadlide Handlung Scha— 
den getan. 

Erfannt hatten die Briider Yofephs ihre Siinde ſchon längſt, Gen. 
42,21; 44,16. Gie batten Buße getan. Aber gang ins reine gebracht 
Hatten fie ihre Sache mit Joſeph nocd) immer nicht; ein offenes Be- 
fenntni3 batten fie nod nicht bor ihm abgelegt und ifn nicht um Ver— 
gebung gebeten, fonjt hatte ihnen Jakob nicht nod bor feinem Tode den 
Wuftrag gegeben, V. 16.17. Darum hegen fie auch noch immer den 
Verdacht, B.15, der ihnen viel Sorge macht. Yofeph hatte ihnen ja 
längſt bergeben, aber fie hatten ihm nod) nicht die Gelegenheit gegeben, 
ifnen gu geigen, wie er gegen fie gefinnt mar. — Cin offenes, ehrliches 
Bekenntnis der Siinde ijt nicht leicht; unfer alter Stolz läßt ſich ſchwer 
Ddemiitigen. Und je flanger man e8 anjtehen lat, dejto ſchwerer wird es. 
Siebgehn Jahre lang hatten die Brüder fich mit Dem Gedanfen gequalt. 
Allerlei Entſchuldigungen, womit man fic) um ein Befenntnis hin- 
drücken möchte: Er hat's gewiß ſchon vergeffen; es ijt ja alles gut ge- 
worden; warum alte peinliche Gachen wieder aufriihren? 

Aber wahre Bue erfordert offenes Bekenntnis. Durch ihres 
Vaters lebte Bitte ermutigt, jHhicen die Briider erft einen Boten, VB. 16, 
und gehen dann felber gu Joſeph, V. 18. Sie ſuchen ire Siinde nicht 
zu befdhinigen, gu verfleinern, gu entſchuldigen. Demütig bitten fie 
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um Gergeihung; nicht weil fie es verdient batten, twolle er ihnen ver— 
geben, fondern um Gottes willen. — Wer wahrhaft bubfertig ijt, der 
begniigt ſich nicht damit, dak er Gott feine Sünde befennt; das tut er 
freilich guerjt, Pſ. 514,6; aber er denft auch an das andere Wort: Jaf. 
5,16; an Chrifti Mahnung: Matth.5,23—26. Er ſucht feine Ent- 
fuldigung, nennt das Ding beim redten Namen; bittet um Vergebung, 
nicht weil fie ihm von Rechts wegen gufame, fondern um Gottes twillen, 
weil Gott ifm um Chrifti willen auch vergeben hat. 

Folgen wir dem Beiſpiel der Brüder Joſephs, und gwar nicht erft 
nach fiebgehn Jahren, fondern bald, Matth. 5, 21. 


2. 


Joſeph hatte bisher feine Rache genommen, fondern Böſes mit 
Gutem vergolten. Ya, er hatte ſchon einmal die Möglichkeit eines 
ſolchen Verdachts zurückgewieſen, Gen. 45,5. Die Briider jedoch, die 
fühlen, daß noc nicht alles zwiſchen ihnen und ihrem Bruder in Ord- 
nung ijt, hegen die Furcht, V.15. Yofeph möchte jebt Rache nehmen, da 
fold eine Handlung feinen Vater nicht mehr betriiben fonnte; er möchte 
ihnen wenigſtens im Herzen nod gram fein. 

Joſeph weint dariiber, dak die Briider das von ihm befiirchten; 
doch freut ihn died Beichen ihrer Bue. Er befdhinigt nicht ihre Siinde, 
V. 20; aber Strafe ijt Gottes Sache, V. 19. Budem gefdieht nichts 
ohne Gottes Willen, V. 20. Er will vergeben und vergeſſen und ihnen 
weiter Gutes tun, BV. 21. 

So handelt der Chriſt gegen einen Bruder, der fich gegen ihn ver— 
fiindigt hat. Er vergibt ihm, ſchon che er feine Sünde befennt; denft 
nicht: Erſt muß er gu mir kommen und fich demiitigen. Er fucht niemals 
Gleidhes mit Gleichem gu vergelten, tweder durch Tun nocd durch Unter- 
laffen. Gr freut fic) bon Herzen iiber des Sünders Bue, wenn er bez 
fennt; fucht nicht die Siinde gu bverfleinern, um den Bruder „gut fühlen 
gu machen”; ernjte Suge ijt notig; aber er vbergibt ohne Rückhalt; fagt 
nicht: BVergeben twill ich wohl, aber vergefjien fann ich nicht. Man fann 
bieleS bergeffen, wenn man nur fill. Cr zeigt feine Vergebung durch 
mancherlei Liebeswerke. Das tut der Chrijt nicht, ,,tweil die Siinde nun 
doch mal gefdehen ijt und Hadern e3 nicht beffer macht”, fondern weil 
er „auch unter Gott” ijt. Es ijt Gottes Wille, dak wir dem Nächſten 
bergeben, Marf. 11,25; Matth. 18,21; Eph. 4,32. Ya, Gott hat das 
Unrecht gugelafjen und e3 in fein Walten über uns aufgenommen; fo 
fommt es un3 ſchließlich bon Gott; die Strafe fiir die böſe Whficht fommt 
Gott zu, tom. 12, 19. 

So bergeben fann freilich nur ein Chrijt, der fiir die empfangene 
Vergebung Gottes bon Herzen danfbar ijt. Fünfte Bitte. Sonntags⸗ 
ebangelium. — Go ift e8 eine nottwendige Frucht des wahren Glaubens, 
Dak wir einander vergeben, Rol. 3, 12.13; und nicht bergeben twollen ijt 
ein Zeiden, dak Glaube und Chrijtentum nicht echt ijt; darum: 
Matth. 18, 35. 
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Seinen wir Chrijten in diefer Beit allgemeiner harthergiger 
Selbſtſucht als ein Licht in der Welt, indem wir dem Exempel Yofephs 
folgen, Bf. 133, 1, damit aud) dadurch die Welt bewogen werde, unfern 
Vater im Himmel gu preifen! &.Q. 





Dreiundswanzigiter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis, 
1 Gam. 20, 27—42. 


David und Yonathan waren Freunde, Rap. 18,1—3. Aber ihre 
Freundſchaft wurde bald auf die Probe geftellt; denn Saul haßte David 
und wollte ihn titen, Rap.18 und 19. Das brachte Jonathan in eine 
ſchwierige Lage. Cr bewährte ſich aber als treuer Freund. 

Treue Freunde find auch unter Chrijten rar. Gewöhnlich halt die 
Freundſchaft nicht ftand, wenn fie auf die Probe geftellt wird. Des- 
halb heute: 


Wie ein trener Freund fic) gerade in der Not bewahrt. 


. Er fteht feinem Hheimgefudten Freunde mit 
Rat und Tat zur Seite. 

. Benn notig, opfert er fim fogar fiir feinen 
Freund. 

. So wird ſeine Freundſchaft durch Trübſal be— 


feſtigt und beſiegelt. 


A. Jonathan läßt den verfolgten David nicht im Stich. Er gibt 
ifm guten Rat, V. 11ff.; Spr.27,9b. Er verteidigt ihn gegen falſche 
Anflage, V. 32; Spr. 31,8. Cr tut alles, wad in feinen Kraften ftebt, 
in gu retten, B.34—40; Gir. 14, 24. 

B. Go follen twir alle handeln, beſonders da wir durch da3 Band 
einer durch den Glauben gebheiligten Freundſchaft miteinander berbunden 
find. Das ift Freundespflicht, Spr. 18,24. (Hier fann man Luthers 
Erflarung de3 fiinften und fiebten Gebots im Lichte von Gal. 6,10 auf 
Die chriſtliche Freundſchaft antwenden.) 


2. 

A. Jonathan war nicht felbjtfiidtig. Cr wußte wohl, dag David 
und nicht er felbjt als Gauls Nadhfolger erforen war, V. 31. Aber weil 
er David liebhatte, bergichtete er auf alle Vorzüge, die fein Stand mit 
ſich bradjte, und febte fich bem Zorn und der Verfolgung feines Vaters 
aus. Cr opferte fich fiir fetnen Freund. 

B. Auch das ijt Freundespflicht. Das lehrt uns befonders unfer 
Geiland durd) Wort und Veifpiel, Yoh. 15,12—14. Aber mie ſchwer 
wird e8 oft un Chriften, fiir unfere Freunde wirkliche Opfer gu bringen! 
Reute, die viel Kreuz und wenig Gliic haben, haben gewöhnlich wenig 
Sreunde. Warum? 

54 
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A. Yonathans Freundfdaft mit David wird gerade durch die 
Trübſal befeftigt und befiegelt, BV. 41.42. Weil die Freundfdaft echt 
war, beftand fie die Probe und wurde dadurch gelautert und bveredelt, 
Spr.17,17. Die beiden Seelen waren nun auf immer bvereint. 

B. Go geht e3 auch heute nod, Sir. 12,8.9. „Es iſt nichts köſt— 
lider alS treue Freunde, die ein Harter Notfall gujfammengebradt 
hat” (Magiang). Die Freunde, die mit un3 durch das Triibjalstal ge- 
gangen find, find immer Die beſten und guberlaffigiten Freunde. 

Schluß. Priife dish! Biſt du ein Yonathan? Bekenne deinem 
Heiland deine Sünde, hole von ihm BVergebung, lerne bon ihm twahre 
Liebe. E. J. F. 


Vierundzwanzigſter Sonntag nach Trinitatis. 
Jeſ. 54, 11—17. 


Diefe Worte gehiren gu den erhabenjten und ſchönſten Stellen im 
Bud des foniglicden Propheten. Bn gang eingigartig ſchöner Sprache 
beteuert der HErr feiner Kirche feine Liebe und feine uniwandelbare 
Gnadentreue fiir Zeit und Ewigkeit. Diefe Worte find gerichtet an 
traurige, betriibte Herzen, VB. 6, die dadurch wieder aufgericdhtet werden 
follen. Gie pafjen daber gar wohl fiir unfere jebigen triiben Beit- 
umftande. Gerade gu folden Zeiten fann uns herrlich erquicen die 
Wahrheit, die in unferm Tert gum Ausdruck fommt: 


Wie hat der HErr feine Chrijten fo lieb! 


1. Seine ewige Gnade berfdlingt all und jeden 


Zorn. 
2. Geine unwandelbare ViebeStreue ſchmückt fie 


aufs herrlichſte. 





B.7.8. BVerlaffen war Israel gewejen; Gott hatte fein Angefidt 
im Zorn vor feinem Bolf verborgen. — Sieht Gott an den Chrijten 
Sünde, fo reigt das feinen Born. Er ijt und bleibt eben der heilige 
und gerechte Gott, dem die Siinde gutwider ijt. Und um diefer Siinde 
willen berbirgt er wohl fein Angeficht vor feinen Chrijten. Aber das 
ijt gleichfam nur ein überwallen feines Zornes, ein augenbliclides Auf⸗ 
braufen, das ſchier fo fdnell vergeht, wie es gefommen ijt. Gein 
eigentlidjes Verhaltnis gu feinen Chrijten iſt nicht ſowohl das des 
heiligen und gerechten Gottes Siindern gegeniiber als vielmehr das des 
Gottes der Gnade und des Erbarmens feinen Kindern gegeniiber. Das 
find ja die, die er in feinen Friedensbund aufgenommen, V. 10, mit 
denen er ewigen Frieden gefdlofien hat. Daher ijt aud) der Born gegen 
fie nur ein fleiner Zorn, B.7, im Vergleich mit der überſchwenglich 
großen Sarmbergzigheit, gegen welche der Zorn gleichſam ohnmadtig ift 
und nicht gur Herrſchaft gelangen fann. Und diefer Heine Zorn ijt nur 
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von furger Dauer, B. 8, der, faum da er angefangen hat, aud fdon 
verſchlungen twird in dem uferlofen Meer der ewigen Gnade, mit der 
der HErr, unfer Erlofer, ſich unfer erbarmt. 

Ma, der HErr, unfer Erlofer. Unſer Textkapitel folgt auf das 
herrlide dreiundfünfzigſte Rapitel, wo die Erlofung, die der HErr fiir 
fein Golf betwerfftelligt hat, bejchrieben twird. Alle unfere Giinden hat 
er ja genommen und auf feinen Sohn getworfen, Rap. 53,6, auf dem 
auch die Strafe aller Sünde gelegen hat, B.5, ja der bon Gott felber 
aus der Angſt und dem Gericht genommen worden ijt, V. 8, wodurd 
flar angegeigt wurde, dak Gott mit dem Erlöſungswerk feines Sohnes 
polljtandig gufrieden war. Wo ijt da nod Raum in dem Herzen diefes 
barmbergigen Erlöſers fiir Zorn feinen Kindern gegeniiber, die diefen 
Erlöſer im Glauben angenommen haben? Um diefer Erlöſung, um 
dieſer Barmherzigkeit willen wird felbjt die Aufwallung de3 Bornes gu 
einer Gnadeneriveijung, die Strafe gur heilfamen Biichtigung. Armut, 
Elend und fonftiges Unglück gereichen den Chriften nicht gum Verderben, 
fondern gum Heil, gielen nicht ab und laufen nicht hinaus auf BVer- 
ſtoßung, fondern haben gum Zweck und gur Wirfung eine immer innigere 
Vereinigung mit dem Erbarmer, eine immer feſtere Liebesgemeinſchaft 
mit dem Erlofer. 

Weil das aber fo gänzlich gegen unſere Vernunft angebt, fiir die 
Chrijten fo ſchwer gu glauben ijt, fo verfidert un3 Gott: BV.9. Diefer 
Eidſchwur Gottes follte doch geniigen, allen Zweifel an der Gnade unfers 
Gotte3 aus den Herzen der Chriften gu entfernen. Aber unjer Gott 
gibt fic) damit nod nicht gufrieden. Wir haben die Sintflut nicht ge- 
fehen, haben das Gericht nicht miterlebt. Daher weiſt er V. 10 auf 
Verge und Hiigel hin, die tir bor Augen haben. Schaue an die Vergel 
Hajt du fie je wanfen und weichen fehen? Haben fie nicht in der Kraft 
deſſen, der fie Hingefebt hat, geſtanden unerſchütterlich, unbeweglich? 
So foll auch meine Gnade unerfchiitterlich fein. Aber felbjt wenn Berge 
weichen uſw., meine Gnade foll nicht weichen uſp. Das fpricht der Er— 
barmer, der aufhiren würde gu fein, twas er ijt, wenn er nicht mehr 
barmbergig wäre; denn er ijt Jehovah, der Unveranderlide. 

Da mag Kreug und Ungliié anhalten. Da migen wir verlacht 
werden, Da mag e3 uns felber fcheinen, als waren wir Narren und 
Toren, dak wir unfer Vertrauen auf den HErrn feben. Das andert 
nichts an der groken Tatfade, dak der HErr uns liebhat und uns mit 
ewiger Gnade und Erbarmen allegeit umfangt. 


2. 


V. 14. Deine Kinder werden gelehrt werden, Yoh. 6,45; Ser. 
31,33. Gie haben die feligmadende Erfenntni3, Yoh. 17,3; denn fie 
haben den rechten Lehrmeifter, Soh. 14,26; 15,26; 16,13; 1 Soh. 2, 27. 

Groger Friede. Bei aller auferen Unrube, V. ila, herrſcht in 
ihren Gergen und Gewiffen „groß' Fried’ ohn’ Unterlak”, Rim. 5, 1 ff.; 
Pil. 4,7; Kol. 3,15. Wenn auch nod) fo viele leibliche und geiftlide 
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Feinde fich ihnen widerſetzen, dieſes Friedens fonnen fie die Kinder 
Gottes nidt berauben, B.14.15. Daher: Lied375. Go find fie 
fdon hier Glieder des herrlichen Volfe3 des groken Gotte3, auserlefene 
Steine in dem Prachtbau der chriſtlichen Kirche, V. 11.12, deren Schinz 
Heit bier auf Erden allerding3 vor der Welt noch verborgen ijt, die aber 
an jenem Tage offenbar wird, Offenb. 21,18 ff. Da werden wir völlig 
erfennen und preifen die grundlofe Liebe, die etwige Gnade unjers 
Gottes, damit er fid) unfer erbarmt hat. „Führ uns, HErr, ins 
Paradies!“ X. 2. 





Fünfundzwanzigſter Sonntag nad Trinitatis. 
2 Moſ. 33, 11—17. 


Ym Lauf de3 Kirdhenjahres haben wir uns oft in unferm Gottes- 
haus bverfammelt, wo Gott gu uns redete in feinem Wort und wir in 
herglidem Gebet mit ihm. Unſer lebter CSonntagsgottesdienjt im 
Kirchenjahr ijt auch eine foldje Gelegenheit, da Gott mit uns und wir 
mit Gott reden. Was unfer Gott uns fagen will und was wir unſerm 
Gotte jagen follen, fonnen wir aus unſerm Text erfennen. 


Unfer [estes Zwiegeſpräch im Kirchenjahr mit unferm Gott. 


1. Gott gibt uns die Verheifung: ,Mein Ange— 
ſicht foll euch leiten.” 

2. Wir bitten ifn: ,Wo nist dein Angefidt 
gehet, jo fibre uns nist bon dannen hinauf.“ 


1. 


Mofes hat groke Gnade erfahren bon Gott, V.11. Gott redete 
mit ifm bon Angeficht gu Angeſicht wie ein Mann mit feinem Freunde. 
Sn der Art und Weiſe redet Gott nidt mit uns. Aber doch, wie nabhe tut 
fi der HErr gu uns! Yn Wort und Saframent redet er mit uns wie 
ein Freund zum Freunde. 

Na, Freundlich redet der HErr gu uns. Was er Moſes fagt: „Ich 
fenne dic) mit Namen, und haſt bor meinen Augen Gnade funden”, 
V. 12.17, das gilt aud uns. Gr, der allmachtige, allwiſſende Gott, der 
alle Sterne mit Namen ruft, Sef. 40, 26, fennt auch unfere Namen; er 
weiß auch alle unfere Lebensfdidfale. Und als der HErr, vor dem die 
Zufunft offen liegt, weiß er alle’, was uns noch guftoken wird, Sef. 
40,27.28. Das ijt nicht ein bloßes Rennen und Wiſſen, fondern ein 
gnadiges, liebevolles Crfennen, Yoh. 10,14.15, ein Rennen, dad die 
Wahl gerade diefer Wege in fich ſchließt, die Viebevolle, gnadenreice 
Auswahl der Lebenswege feiner Kinder, die er fennt als foldhe, deren 
Namen er felber angefdrieben Hat im Buch des Lebens, Luk. 10, 20, 
deren Lebenswege daher allefamt derart bon ifm auserſehen find, dak 
fie ihnen gum beſten dienen miifjen, Rim. 8,28, rechte Straßen find, 
Kj. 23, 3. 
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Wie er das bisher getan hat, fo will er e3 auch in Zufunft tun. 
Mit dem letzten Sonntag will er nicht aufhiren, gnädig gu fein, obwohl 
wir das wohl berdient Hatten, fondern: B.14. Das fagt er denen, die 
bon ihm abgefallen waren, Rap. 32. Denn er ift ja der HErr uſw., 
2Mof.34,6.7. Nicht bloß feinen Engel will er fenden, fondern fein 
Angeficsht foll gehen. Das ijt niemand anders als JEſus Chriftus, 
ef. 63,9 (Grundtert: „der Engel feines Angeſichts“), Yoh. 14,9; 
17,3; 1%0§.5,20. Unſer gnadiger HErr JEſus, der fich ſelbſt fiir 
un gegeben hat, wird auch im neuen Rirdenjahr bei uns fein und 
bleiben mit feiner Gnade und mit feiner Wahrheit. Das ijt die herr— 
liche Verheißung, die uns unfer Gott heute gibt. 


9. 


Unſer Gebet. Moſes hatte lange mit Gott gekämpft, in 
flehentlichem Gebet Gott gleichſam ein Zugeſtändnis nach dem andern 
abgerungen. Gott hatte ihm verſprochen, das Volk nicht zu vertilgen, 
32,14, ibm die Sünde gu vergeben, 32, 32, es ins Land der Verheißung 
gu bringen durd einen Engel, 32,2. Aber er ſelbſt will nicht mitgiehen, 
33,3. Mun fleht Moſes weiter: V.12, und empfangt darauf die herr— 
lice Verheihung: B.14. Diefe Gnade überwältigt ifn. Nachdem er 
twirflich erlangt hat, twas er gebeten hat, wird ihm ploblich erft recht 
flar, wie iibel er und das Volf daran waren, wenn Gott nicht mit ihnen 
30ge. Dann twollte er auch nicht einen Schritt meiter giehen, V. 15. 
Denn folde Weigerung ware fiir ihn das ficherfte Beichen, daß Gott 
feinem Golf noch giirne, V. 16a. Mur die Gegenwart Gottes gibt ihm 
die Zuverſicht, dak Israel Gottes Volk ijt, V.16b. Hier haben wir 
Erfenntnis feiner Hilflofigkeit, berbunden mit Anerfennung der verz 
heißenen Gnade, worin zugleich das Geliibde liegt, fich der Führung 
Gottes gänzlich hingugeben. 

Was wollten wir im neuen Kirchenjahr ohne JEſum und die Gnade 
unſers Oeilande3 anfangen? Wohin wollten wir mit unfern Giinden, 
Die aud) im neuen Jahr nicht fehlen werden; mit unfern Sorgen, die 
auf uns einftiirmen? Wie wollten wir unfern Feinden twiderjtehen; wie 
dem Tode, der uns gu irgendeiner Beit treffen fann, entgegengehen; 
wie auf dem rechten Wege beharren, twenn er, unfer Heiland, nicht be- 
ftandig uns führen und leiten twollte? Lieber jebt, da wir Gnade haben, 
fterben als nod) biele Sabre erleben, aber ohne SEfum und ohne das 
Wort feiner Gnade. Gott Lob, er hat verheifen: B.14. Bm Ver— 
trauen auf feine Verheihung befdlieBen mir das alte Jahr und treten 
ing neue ein. Qn Danfbarfeit ihm gegeniiber geloben mir ihm Treue 
in feiner Rraft. —2 








Notice to Our Subscribers. — During the next church-year outlines 
will be furnished on the second series of Gospel-lessons adopted by the Sy- 
nodical Conference. TM 
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I. Amerika. 


Wie die Mythe wächſt. ,,Daraufhin iibergaben denn die Yotwa-Herren 
nadjtehende ,Crflarung iiber die Lehre bom Antidrijt: Wir, die Roilo- 
quenten der Jowaſhnode, befennen uns bon gangem Hergen gu allen Aus— 
fagen der Shmbole über den antichrijtifden Charafter de3 Papfttums. 
Wher ... wir fonnen feinen Widerfprud mit unferm Befenntni3 darin 
finden, twenn jemand nod eine GSteigerung des antichriſtiſchen Weſens, 
twie e3 im Bapfttum fich darjtellt, fiir möglich und eine Rongentricrung 
deSfelben in einer beftimmten Perfonlidfeit in Dan. 11, 2 Theff. 2 und 
andern Gtellen getvei8jagt findet. Dak unfere miffourifden Gegner um 
folcher Crflarung willen un3 den Vorwurf feelengefahrliden Irrtums 
madden, un nicht fiir Lutheraner halten und die Kirchengemeinſchaft ver- 
fagen, miiffen wir erſchrecklich und in der lutheriſchen Kirche unerhört 
nennen. . . . Zur Erwiderung auf die letzte Crflarung der Herren RKollo- 
quenten bon Jowa erflaren die Kolloquenten von Miſſouri ſchließlich fol- 
gende$: ,Solange die Jowaſynode nicht beftimmt und rund twiderruft, twas 
fie in ihrem Bericht bon 1858 offentlich und feierlic) befannt hat: „daß 
das Papfttum anticdrijtifd ijt oder dak man viele Papfte Antichriſten nennen 
fonne in eben dDem Ginne, in tweldem 1 Yoh. 2, 18 bon vielen 
Antichriſten die Rede ijt. Wher der 2 Theſſ. 2 erwahnte Menſch der Sünde 
ijt eine beftimmte menſchliche Perfonlidfeit, ebendeshalb 
aber auch gufiinftig.... Diefen Whfall im Antichrijtentum müſſen 
auch tir als erft nod zukünftig ertwarten, weil mir unter dem 
Menfden der Sünde nicht ein Papſttum, fondern nur eine beftimmte in- 
Dividuelle menſchliche Perſönlichkeit verſtehen“. fo lange können wir ihr 
nicht zugeſtehen, daß fie in dieſem Punkte befenntnistreu fet. Dies allein 
ijt jedoch keineswegs, wie unſere Herren Opponenten nach ihrer Schlup- 
erflarung angeben, der Grund, warum wir mit ihr nicht kirchlich zuſammen⸗ 
ftehen, befennen, arbeiten und fampfen fonnen, fondern andere in unfern 
Vorlagen nambaft gemachte Differengen, die teilS weder durd einen runden 
Widerruf nod) durch ein rundes Vefennini3 ausgeglichen worden find, teils 
aus Mangel an Beit noch nicht haben disfutiert werden können. Jedoch 
geben wir nach der bereits gefdehenen Annäherung die Hoffnung einer 
fiinftigen, Gott gebe, baldigen, firdhlicjen Cinigung hiermit keineswegs auf. 
Untergeidnet bon den beiderfeitigen Rolloquenten.” (Offentliches Rollo- 
quium, 13.—19. November 1867, Milwaukee, Wis., S. 31f) „Theologiſche 
Monatshefte (herausgegeben von P. S. K. Brobjt)” dructe im Degemberheft 
des Jahres 1868 aus Münkels Beitblatt „D. Münkels Beurteilung de3 
Kolloquiums gu Milwaukee uſw.“ ab. Darin heift e3 unter anderm: ,,Die 
Miffourier beftanden darauf, dak allein und ausſchließlich der Papft fiir 
den Widerdhrijft gu halten fei. Wir erfahren nicht, wie die Miſſourier fid 
diesmal ausgefproden haben. Bu eigentliden Verhandlungen fam es died- 
mal nicht, weil die beiderfeitige Stellung gu Ddiefer Lehre völlig Far twat. 
‚Ein kleines Rind in unfern Sehulen‘, Hatten die Mifjourier erflart, .fann 
aus dem erften Gebot fdon beweiſen, dah der Papſt der Antichriſt iſt. 
Wem die Kennzeichen [de3 Antichriſts aus der Schrift] vor Augen gemalt 
werden und er weigert fid) beharrlid) und allegeit der überzeugung in fei- 
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nem Gewiſſen [Dak der Papft der Antichrift ijt], auch unter dem Vorgeben, 
es gehöre nidjt gum Grunde der Seligfeit, ifn könnten wir nicht fiir einen 
Chriften, gefdiweige fiir einen Lutheraner, halten..... An eine Cinigung 
mit den Jowaern war alfo nicht gu denfen. .... Die Yowaer glaubten daher, 
einfach und ernft ein Zeugni3 dagegen ablegen gu müſſen.“ Es folgt dann 
die oben mitgeteilte Erflarung der Yowaer, und D. Münkel bemerkt dagu: 
„Allerdings! Das ift der gerade Weg gur Sete.” Was man mittler- 
weile den Miffouriern in den Mund legte, fieht man aus einer Ausſage, 
die P. Diedrich in der ,,Qutherijden Dorf-Rirdhengeitung” bom Auguſt 1868 
machte: ,Die Miffourier haben kürzlich gefagt: Wer den Papſt nicht als 
den UAntichrift erfennt, den wollten fie fiir feinen Lutheraner, ja fiir feinen 
Chriften halten, und Münkel Hat ihnen darüber öffentlich jede Gemein- 
ſchaft verweigert.“ Es half nicht3, dah der Cinfender, der died beridtete, 
in ,ehre und Wehre“ vom Yahre 1869, S. 198, erflarte: „Ich twill mid 
nicht weiter dabei aufhalten, dak P. D. den ,Miffouriern® in den Mund legt, 
was fie nie fo gefagt haben, fondern nur bemerfen, dak die Miſſourier 
den Gab: Wer den Papſt nicht als den Antichrijten erfennt, den alten 
wir fiir feinen Chriften — ebenjo entfdhieden veriverfen, alg P. D. felbjt 
ifn verwirft.“ €3 Half nichts, daß D. Walther ſchrieb: „Was wir bez 
haupten, ijt vielmehr dieſes: Auch der nicht fundamentale Yrrtum ijt, wenn 
er wider Gotte3 flares Wort ftreitet, allerdings nicht wie eine Keberei gu 
behandeln, fondern nur mit aller Geduld und Lehre in feiner Grundlofig- 
feit gu zeigen, gu twiderlegen, gu befampfen und gu ftrafen; wenn aber 
Die Kirche alle Mtittel, einen in Ddiefer VBegiehung Yrrenden gur Anerfen- 
nung der göttlichen Wahrheit gu bringen, erſchöpft hat, das Fefthalten des 
Irrtums offenbar nicht in Schwäche de Verftandes oder in Mangel an 
Einſicht ifren Grund hat und alfo an einem aud nidtfundamentalen Irr⸗ 
tum offenbar wird, daß der Yrrende dem Worte Gottes betwuft, harinadig 
und halsſtarrig widerfpricht, daß er alſo mit feinem Irrtum das organijde 
Glaubensfundament umſtößt, dann ift aud) ein folcher Yrrender, wie alle 
in Todfiinden Verharrenden, nicht gu tragen, fondern ifm die briiderliche 
Gemeinfdaft allerdings gu verſagen.“ (Lehre und Wehre 1868, S. 107.) 
Es half nichts. Die Mythe hatte gu ftarfe Lebenskraft. Viele Jahre gingen 
ins Land, und die Mythe ftellt fich uns in ihrer ausgewachſenen Geftalt 
alfo bor: „Am ftrengften halten die Miffourier dafiir, daß der Papft der 
Antichriſt ſei; wem das nicht mit gum Grund der Seligheit gehirt, den 
halten mir nicht fiir einen Chriften, gefdweige denn einen utheraner‘.” 
Dr. M. Slotty: ,,Stellen die fogenannten Miffourier die rechte lutherifde 
Kirche dar?” (1927, S.19.) Go fteht gu lefen in Pralat D. TH. Traubs 
Bud „Von den letzten Dingen”, S. 178, vom Sabre 1928. Pralat Traub 
glaubt e8 und verſichert feine Refer, daß die Mtiffourier lehren, dies Stiic 
bilde einen Fundamentalartifel erften Ranges. Er hat das von Dr. Slotty 
gehirt. Und Dr. Slotty — oder fein Gewährsmann — meint, D. Münkel 
habe ihm das gefagt. Aber er hat D. Münkels Bericht gründlich mifver- 
ftanbden. Die Worte: ,,. . . und er weigert fic) beharrlich und allegeit der 
Ubergeugung in feinem Gewiffen, aud) unter dem Vorgeben, ef 
Gehire nicht gum Grunde der Seligteit” ufw. bedeuten 
burdaus nidt: , Bem das nicht mit gum Grund der Selig- 
feit gehirt, den alten wir nicht fiir einen Chriſten.“ — Und nun 
beadte man den Abftand zwiſchen Wirklidteit und Mythe! Die wirklichen 
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Miffourier Hatten gefagt: „Wir finnen ihr nicht gugeftehen, dak fie in die⸗ 
fem Puntte befenntnistreu fei. Dies allein ift jedoch kei— 
neSwegs der Grund, warum wir mit ihr nicht kirchlich zuſammen⸗ 
ftehen, befennen, arbeiten und fampfen fonnen, fondern andere in unfern 
Vorlagen nambaft gemadte Differengen” uſp. Die mht hifden Mif- 
fourier Hatten gefagt: „Wem das nicht mit gum Grunde der Geligfeit 
gehört“ uſw. E. 

Is This Lutheran Doctrine? — The editor of the Lutheran, in the 
issue of July 30, makes some remarks on the meaning of the Third Com- 
mandment which must not remain unchallenged. The caption of the edi- 
torial is “At Best Borrowed, at Worst Stolen,” the meaning being that 
“Sunday is the Lord’s day; we either give it to Him, or we steal it for 
an unhallowed purpose.” In the course of his remarks the editor says, 
among other things, “Remembering the Sabbath Day to keep it holy is 
a part of the Law of God. It has no more been abrogated than has the 
enactment ‘Thou shalt not kill’ or ‘Thou shalt not steal’ or ‘Thou shalt 
not covet.’ Artificial restrictions and substitutes for constructive regard 
for it were condemned by Jesus. Legalism as to its observance, but not 
its place in the Christian’s code of conduct, was denounced by Him. The 
practises of the apostles and of the early Church afford ample evidence 
that God’s will for the nurture and admonition of believers in Christ 
requires the setting apart of one day in each week for rest and for public 
worship. The Church among the Gentiles was guided by the Holy Spirit 
in discontinuing heathen holidays and celebrating the first day of the week 
as the Lord’s Day. The purposes of the Mosaic third law were continued 
as an essential part of the revelation of God to man concerning doing His 
will on earth. What one might call the letter of them was modified in 
the new dispensation, but not their spirit of profitableness. ... Chris- 
tians of to-day are called upon to set Sunday apart from the remainder of 
the week and use it for rest and for worship with their brethren. God has 
a prior lien on the first day of the week. Concerning this there is no 
more room for argument than concerning profaning His name, committing 
adultery, or bearing false witness.” 

Beside the statement quoted above, denying that the Sabbath law has 
been abrogated and insisting that God’s will requires the setting apart of 
one day in each week for rest and for public worship, place these statements 
of St.Paul: “Ye observe days and months and times and years. I am afraid 
of you, lest I have bestowed upon you labor in vain,” Gal. 4,10.11. And: 
“Let no man judge you in meat or in drink or in respect of an holy day or 
of the new moon or of the Sabbath days, which are a shadow of things to 
come; but the body is of Christ,” Col. 2,16.17. And: “One man esteemeth 
one day above another; another esteemeth every day alike. Let every man 
be fully persuaded in his own mind. He that regardeth the day, regardeth 
it unto the Lord, and he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord he doth 
not regard it,” Rom. 14, 5.6. Beside these inspired utterances place these 
words of Art. XXVIII of the Augsburg Confession: “Those who judge that 
by the authority of the Church the observance of the Lord’s Day instead 
of the Sabbath Day was ordained as a thing necessary, do greatly err. 
Scripture has abrogated the Sabbath Day; for it teaches that, since the 
Gospel has been revealed, all the ceremonies of Moses can be omitted. And 
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yet, because it was necessary to appoint a certain day, that the people 
might know when they ought to come together, it appears that the Church 
designated the Lord’s Day for this purpose; and thus it seems to have 
been chosen all the more for this additional reason, that men might have 
an example of Christian liberty and might know that the keeping neither 
of the Sabbath nor of any other day is necessary.” These statements are 
so clear that all comments intended to bring out their meaning are an 
opus supererogationis. We are aware that there were prominent Lutheran 
theologians in the past who championed the view that the Sabbath law in 
a way is still binding for the children of God in the New Testament, the 
Lord indicating to us that one day out of seven is to be set apart as a day 
of rest and worship. But it certainly is not difficult to see that this view 
is contrary to the teaching of St. Paul and the declaration of our Con- 
fessions. Let us not make the mistake of thinking that the contempt for 
divine services, which is so prevalent to-day, can and should be counter- 
acted by our insisting, in violation of Lutheran doctrine, that the old law 
of the Sabbath is still binding upon us. A. 
The “Lutheran Standard” on Pulpit-Fellowship. — The American 
Lutheran Conference declares: “These synods agree that the rule ‘Lutheran 
pulpits for Lutheran pastors only and Lutheran altars for Lutheran 
communicants only’ is not only in full accord with, but necessarily implied 
in, the teachings of the divine Word and the confessions of the Evangelical 
Lutheran Church. This rule, implying the rejection of all unionism and 
syncretism, must be observed as setting forth a principle elementary to 
sound and conservative Lutheranism.” (Article 2, § 3, Minneapolis Agree- 
ment.) What does this declaration mean? The American Lutheran Church 
is a member of the American Lutheran Conference, and a member of the 
American Lutheran Church has asked the Lutheran Standard for an inter- 
pretation of this rule. Occurrences such as those mentioned in the Con- 
CORDIA THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE of August, 1931, p. 579f., participation by 
American Lutheran Church pastors in an open-air service, community ser- 
vices, and a Sabbath-school association meeting, attended by sectarian 
pastors, may have prompted the question. It reads as published in the 
Question Box of the Standard of September 12, 1931: “Is coofficiation on 
any occasion whatsoever included in the prohibition of pulpit-fellowship 
with any churches outside of the American Lutheran Conference?” The 
Standard answers: “The American Lutheran Church is an advisory and 
not a legislative body. If you keep this in mind, it will help you to answer 
this and like questions. Pulpit-fellowship with errorists is wrong because 
it compromises the truth and encourages error. Now, just how far can 
one of our pastors go in appearing on the same platform at a high-school 
baccalaureate service, at a community memorial service in a hall, on the 
cemetery, or even in a church before he is guilty of compromising his 
Lutheran faith and encouraging what we believe to be error? Can we 
expect all to be absolutely agreed on each individual case? Some will 
doubtless be inclined to be too liberal and others too conservative. And 
all that we can expect of the American Lutheran Church is that it will 
exercise a brotherly supervision over its pastors and congregations also 
im respect to this matter.” Under this interpretation of the rule the 
prohibition of pulpit-fellowship with errorists no longer prohibits. E. 
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Wrong View Held in the U.L.C. on the Relation between 
Church and State.— Of late several pronouncements have appeared in 
the Lutheran, the official organ of the U.L.C., on the relation between 
Church and State which cannot pass unchallenged. The first one to which 
we shall refer was incorporated in an editorial of the issue of August 20, 
the caption being, “‘Blue-laws’ and a Lutheran Attitude toward Them.” 
The editor takes issue with the Lutheran Standard’s criticism of resolutions 
passed by a U. L. C. Sunday-school meeting. In this editorial we find state- 
ments like these: “We approve the conduct of the Sunday-school conven- 
tion by which they conveyed to members of the State Legislature their 
views concerning the proposed commercialization of Sunday. These del- 
egates were mostly teachers, voluntary instructors of the youth of the land. 
They believe in the efficacy of Lord’s Day observance for human happiness 
and divine worship. Shall a baseball league, intent upon larger dividends 
for its stockholders, have access to the legislative authorities and a group 
of Sunday-school or church people be debarred from an expression of their 
views? They were not the State in action; but they were an important 
element of the citizens of their State engaged in a great service to the 
State and most certainly entitled to make their wishes and convictions 
known.” 

The second was written by Dr. John A. W. Haas and was printed on 
the title-page of the Lutheran of September 3. Speaking of Lutherans who 
mistake Lutheranism, Dr. Haas says: “The third group is exactly opposite. 
It knows the history and the confessions of our Church, but it applies 
them mechanically. It does not understand where in our day the accent 
is to be laid. This appears among some of our Western Lutherans on the 
Sunday question. They are so afraid of having the Church exert any 
influence upon the State, and they so fear the commingling of Church and 
State that they will not even protest when the Lord’s Day is attacked by 
modern commercialism. In the interest of the young the Church must 
ask that the right of Sunday shall be protected. There should be no 
encroachment upon the liberty and quietness of worship. The Church has 
a right to be protected in its liberty of faith and worship. In our day 
it must fight against the open and subtle attack of materialistic com- 
mercialism. This fight is not contrary to the Lutheran spirit. Those who 
are silent and allow the increasing secularization of Sunday are helping 
those liberals and radicals who are putting forth every effort to destroy 
all Christian institutions. To be non-committal in this contest is to be 
against the Church. Law cannot make us holy, but we have a right to 
support such laws as will preserve the opportunities for Christian worship 
against all encroachments of this materialistic age.” 

Finally we refer to a letter printed on the “Open Letters” page of the 
Lutheran for September 17. The writer, signing himself J.C.K., says: 
“The Lutheran for August 20 is fine, especially or chiefly for your editorial 
on ‘Blue-laws.’ The Joint Synod of Ohio and the Missouri Synod, the 
most legalistic bodies of our Church, are continually declaiming against 
the enforcement of beneficial principles through legislation by our nation 
and condemning Christians for resisting the effort on the part of money- 
grabbers to demoralize our nation. They, like the Roman Catholic legalists, 
oppose the reading of the Bible in the public schools and deny all efforts 
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to promote a higher morality in our nation. They declaim against dis- 
senting Modernists as the instruments of Satan in the Church and then 
do the work of the devil in resisting proper legislation by the State in 
trying to keep one day in the week from the money-grasping spirit which 
has brought upon us our present disaster.” 

Number three can be dismissed with a few words. The writer evidently 
does not understand the position he undertakes to criticize. The Ohio and 
the Missouri synods are not “continually declaiming against the enforce- 
ment of beneficial principles through legislation” and are not “condemning 
Christians for resisting the effort on the part of money-grabbers to de- 
moralize our nation.” On the contrary, their pastors very earnestly ad- 
monish the Christians entrusted to their guidance to take their civic duties 
seriously and tirelessly to work for the best interests of the State. From 
the fact that Missouri and Ohio hold the principle that the Church, as a 
corporate entity, has no business to engage in politics, J.C. K. draws the 
conclusion that these synods forbid their members and other Christians to 
work for the enforcement of beneficial principles through legislation. It is 
clear that here there is a case of non sequitur. If we are unwilling as 
a Church to enter the field of politics, that surely does not mean that we 
refuse our Christians, who are citizens, the right of engaging in political 
activities. 

The editorial in the Lutheran (which, by the way, does not really 
discuss the view to which the Lutheran Standard had objected, namely, 
the position that Old Testament ceremonial laws are still binding for us) 
touches a point which must be examined very carefully. A convention of 
church-members convened as such has one big business which it should 
give its attention to—the preaching of the Gospel. It has certain means 
with which it can operate to attain its ends, the Word and the Sacraments. 
Whenever it busies itself with political questions, it is doing something 
which lies altogether beyond its legitimate sphere of activity. The mere 
conviction that a certain measure would benefit our nation economically, 
financially, or morally, certainly does not justify a church convention to 
give its time to the discussion of this measure and to resolve on a propa- 
ganda for its success. Think of the situation that would arise if a church- 
body should make itself a sponsor of the single tax or the immediate 
granting of independence to the Filipinos. There may be many Christian 
people who consider the matters referred to beneficial for our country and 
the world. Does that justify the Church in putting them into its platform 
and on its banners? That the Church’s duty and function are to preach 
the Word was recognized by a colonel who, according to the daily press, 
told the Episcopal convention recently assembled in Denver that, if the 
Church teaches the Ten Commandments, it will do more for the cause of 
peace than if it insists on the throwing away of arms. The Church cer- 
tainly has the right to ask for the protection of the State as it carries 
on its work. But if the Church asks the State to help it in doing its work, 
it is making a declaration of bankruptcy, stating that its own means are 
not sufficient for attaining its objectives. 

The remarks of Dr. Haas seem to be directed chiefly against a position 
which we at any rate have never held, namely, that the Church is not to 
ask for the protection of the State “in its liberty of faith and worship.” 
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He furthermore seems to believe that a quiet Sunday is equivalent to a 
religious Sunday, a position which is open to doubt. But we do not wish 
to be understood as refusing Christians the right to vote for a very quiet 
Sunday if the question should come before them at the polls. What we 
have to hold to is that the Church has no right to attempt using the strong 
arm of the State in bringing people to Christ. You cannot at the same 
time have and destroy religious liberty. If we value religious freedom, 
then let us stand for it whole-heartedly and not merely to the extent that 
it suits our own purposes. A. 


The Last Hours of Archbishop Soederblom. — Having declared in 
our notice of the passing of Archbishop Soederblom that in his theology 
he showed the influence of Modernism, we feel we ought not to withhold 
from our readers the following account taken from the Lutheran Com- 
panion : — 

“Archbishop Soederblom’s last hours were beautifully described in a 
memorial address in Uppsala Cathedral, July 15, by Pastor Anderberg. 
‘When the bells were ringing for the evening service last Sunday, we were 
gathered at his sick-bed. It was evident that he was suffering, but we 
heard never a word of complaint. What we saw was a soul’s unconquerable 
strength and a spirit’s absolute dominion over suffering and pain. 

“*He began to talk about the greatness of the privilege of being the 
Lord’s servant and thanked God that it had been granted to him to be 
a minister in the Church of Sweden. He reminded us of a passage which 
he has often used as a greeting to his fellow-servants and which we may 
now take as his last greeting: “Not as though we were lords over your 
faith, but rather fellow-servants in your joy.” 

“ ‘After that he prayed with earnest faith in the words of the old 
hymn: “Teach me, Lord, to end my days, So that to Thee be all the praise.” 
Then he bade us farewell, and as he pressed our hands, he directed to each 
one of us words of heartfelt gratitude. We saw how an expression of 
peace gradually stole over his face— eternity was near us. He asked us 
to pray the Lord’s Prayer with him. Afterwards he spoke gracious words 
about immortality and everlasting life. He certified for us anew the 
wonderful character and reality of eternal life. When pain came over him, 
he directed his gaze upon the suffering Christ, and we heard him pray the 
hymn which we are using to-night: “My whole heart thanks Thee, Jesus, 
For Thine almighty grace.” 

“*The conflict came to a close. We heard a few words that came from 
his lips. We thought we saw a transfiguration pass over the tired face, 
and we thought we heard the words, “Now it is eternity.” 

“When he had said that, he fell asleep.’ ” 

Archbishop Soederblom may have belonged to that numerous class of 
people whose heart is more Scriptural than their head. That he was in- 
consistent if he, on the one hand, sought to establish fraternal relations 
with people who denied important Bible truths and even set at naught the 
glorious Gospel-message of the atonement, looking upon Jesus merely as 
an exemplar to be followed by us, and if he, on the other hand, clung to 
Luther’s explanation of the Second Article in the Small Catechism, is very 
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evident to us; but we hope that in spite of the intellectual tolerance 
which he exhibited toward faith-destroying errors, his heart’s trust was 
based on the substitutionary work of the Lamb of God, which taketh away 
the sins of the world. A. 

“The Schmuckers.” — On account of the important réle which the 
Schmucker family played in the American Lutheran Church, our readers 
will be glad to read the item bearing the above caption which appeared in 
the issue of the Lutheran for August 6, featuring the founding of the 
Lutheran Observer one hundred years ago. 

“Samuel Simon Schmucker, whose name is mentioned in this issue, 
was the most distinguished, but not the first nor the last of a line of 
clergymen of great influence in the nineteenth century. 

“In 1781 John Christopher Schmucker immigrated from Germany to 
America, settling finally on a farm near Woodstock. Of five of his sons 
who grew to manhood three became Lutheran ministers. Their names 
were John George, John Nicholas, and Peter. Samuel Simon was the son 
of John George. 

“Owing to the absence of seminaries at the time of this first group of 
Schmuckers, theological education was acquired, as was preparation to 
practise medicine, by reading with an older man. But the Presbyterians 
already had Princeton. Thither S.S.Schmucker went for study after he 
had been a student in York Academy and at the University of Penn- 
sylvania. He was graduated in 1820, licensed to preach by the Ministe- 
rium of Pennsylvania, and given a call by the Lutheran Church at New 
Market, Va. 

“In 1825 he was elected the first professor of the new seminary pro- 
jected by the General Synod and opened the following year. His profes- 
sional services extended over almost forty years. During this time about 
500 young men were prepared for the ministry. 

“In the third generation of clergymen of the Schmucker family, we 
have the son of S. S., Beale Melanchthon. He was born at Gettysburg in 
1827 and ordained in 1850. Having the circumstances of Lutheranism in 
1850 rather than of 1825 on which to rest his attitude toward the Definite 
Platform controversy, he disagreed with the position taken by his dis- 
tinguished father. He was a member of the Ministerium of Pennsylvania 
when the division resulting in the formation of the General Council occurred 
and he remained a member of it. He was a trustee of the Philadelphia 
Seminary and Muhlenberg College. His death occurred in 1888.” A. 

A Brave Word against Unionism.— From the Lutheran we take 
over the following item: “The Farmer’s Wife, a monthly published in 
St. Paul, offered, it seems, an opportunity to its readers to express them- 
selves on church union. One issue was open to those who favored unionism 
to give their reasons. The next issue was open to the contrary side. 
A number of women availed themselves of the opportunity. On the negative 
side the letters of three women were published. For the sake of brevity 
we shall give only an extract of one, which gives the sentiment of the 
other two in possibly the strongest form. 

““Lutheran Christians have every reason to be courageous. Because 
their faith is grounded on God’s Word, which rules their hearts, they are 
not tossed to and fro by the sleight of men and cunning craftiness. When 
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they are criticized in these “unionistic” days by their Protestant friends 
for their strict adherence to God’s Word and are asked to join in forming 
one big united Church including all denominations, they show these friends. 
how impossible and wrong that would be for them, for they would have 
to sacrifice clearly revealed truths of God’s saving Word and thus prove 
faithless stewards of His sacred trust. They show these misguided friends 
that the union among His disciples for which Christ prays His heavenly 
Father in John 17,21 consists not in an outward, visible organization, but 
in unity of Spirit. 

“Lutherans challenge any one to point out one single article of faith 
their Church holds that is not clearly taught in the Bible. The Bible, the 
whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible is our rule and guide in matters of 
faith, and our Lord Jesus Christ is our only hope of salvation. 

“Tt seems to me, if we would all get back to Holy Scriptures and 
take the Catechism Luther has so plainly explained and proved by Scrip- 
ture, there would be no cause for churches’ clashing.’ Mrs. A. E. K.” 

A. 

The Lament of a Unionist. — The following, taken from the Chris- 
tian Century, is typical, and that is the reason why we reprint it. Says 
the writer, a clergyman of Buffalo, N.Y.: “Brocton, N.Y., is to have 
another church. To me this is not good news, but bad news. For I know 
Brocton. It is a lovely little town of a few hundred population, situated 
in the heart of the prosperous vineyard country, midway between Buffalo 
and Erie. Brocton has a thriving Methodist church, with an excellent, 
more-than-adequate building; also a Baptist church, housing a congrega- 
tion of earnest, devoted folk. These two congregations with their pastors 
are abundantly able to care for the spiritual needs of the Protestant people 
of the town and the surrounding country. But now a tiny handful of 
disciples known as the Wesleyan Methodists, unable to worship with their 
fellow-followers of Christ, have decided to arise and build. We all know 
what they will build—a little chapel of wood, whose chief message to 
the community will be: ‘Here we are; look on us, the true disciples! 
We can live in the same town, buy, sell, and trade with our fellow- 
Protestants, but we cannot worship with them.’ So it goes. And it is 
tragic.” That there is what the writer regards as an idle expenditure of 
money is considered tragic, but that people outrage their own consciences 
by belonging to churches whose teachings they cannot endorse is not con- 
sidered tragic. This blindness we consider the tragedy of the age. A. 

Concerning the Salvation Army. — The Australian Lutheran, pub- 
lished by our brethren in Australia, in its issue of May 29, 1931, contains 
an article in which the question is answered, Why do we Lutherans refuse 
to support the religious work of the Salvation Army? Our readers will 
welcome brief mention of the arguments adduced. The writer of the 
article draws attention to the following false doctrines of the Salvation 
Army: 1. The Salvation Army despises the Lord’s Supper and Holy 
Baptism. 2. It is disobedient to the Scriptures because it permits women 
to preach and teach in public. 3. It teaches the false doctrine of complete 
sanctification. 4. It denies the grand truth that Christ finished His work 
and paid the debts which the sinner owed to divine justice. The writer 
concludes: “Since these and other false doctrines are taught by the Salva- 
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tion Army, it is a sin against God’s Word to support the religious work 
of that denomination.” Since the fourth false teaching probably will come 
as a surprise to many, we append the proof which the writer submits. 
He says: “In The Doctrines of the Salvation Army, p.29, we read: 
1. ‘You will sometimes hear people talk about the finished work of Christ. 
What is meant by it? That Christ, when He died on the cross, put Him- 
self in the place of the sinner and bore the exact amount of punishment 
which he deserved, thus actually paying the debt that the sinner owed to 
divine justice, and that, if the sinner will only believe this, he is forever 
free from the claims of the Law and can never be brought into condemna- 
tion either here or hereafter.’ 2. ‘Is this so? We think not.’” A. 


Union of Congregationalists and Christians. — On this topic the 
Christian Century writes: “Dr. Charles Emerson Burton, general secretary 
of the national council of the Congregational churches, and Dr. Warren 
H. Denison, executive secretary of the general convention of the Christian 
Church, announce that the consummation of the union of the Congrega- 
tional and Christian denominations is scheduled to take place June 25, 
at the opening session of the united convention of the churches which is 
dated for June 25 to July 3, at Plymouth Church, Seattle, Wash. The 
proposed constitution for the general council of the union will be presented 
for adoption the opening forenoon; following the ratification of the con- 
stitution, officers will be elected. 

“The union was approved by both denominations at separate conven- 
tions in 1929, and a provisional executive committee was authorized to 
function in the name of the new general council until a constitution was 
adopted. The union of the Foreign Mission boards and the merger of state 
and district conferences have been largely accomplished. The united com- 
municant membership of the two fellowships is 1,052,924, and the number 
of churches is 6,670.” 

We may add that on June 25 the union was consummated, according 
to schedule. A. 


Dr. J. A. Faulkner Deceased. — The press reports that on Septem- 
ber 6 Dr. John A. Faulkner died at the age of seventy-five. Having studied 
at Drew and Andover, he, after an interval of twenty years, went to Europe 
and studied at the universities of Leipzig and Bonn. Having been ordained 
as pastor in the Methodist Church, he served for eleven years as a minister. 
During the last thirty-four years he was Professor of Church History in 
Drew Seminary. Among the books he wrote are lives of Cyprian and 
Erasmus and a work entitled The Methodists. A. 


Roman Catholic Polemics. — What measures Roman Catholic editors 
resort to in their attempts to put Protestants in a dark light before the 
public is evident from the following paragraphs which the Lutheran quotes 
from the well-known Roman Catholic journal America: — 

“The sole defender of the family in this supposedly Christian country . 
is the Catholic Church. Protestantism, the bond-slave of States in whose 
legislation there is no trace of Christianity, grovels at the feet of its 
master. Against schemes devised in the States and at Washington to build 
up a brisk commercial trade in contraceptives by legislation, permitting 
them to be imported, carried in the mails openly, advertised in the news- 
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papers, and as openly displayed in shop windows, one group alone protests, 
and it is made up of Catholics. So patent is this fact that it is cited by 
enemies of the Church as another proof that Catholics are out of harmony 
with the temper of the day and unfit for citizenship. 

“The apostasy of Protestantism as a religious and moral force is 
complete. Here and there, it is true, a voice is raised against this revival 
of the degrading excesses of paganism; but while the Methodist Bishop 
Candler of Georgia can denounce the report of the Federated Churches, his 
protest calls forth no chorus of Methodist disapproval. To have a still 
in one’s cellar is a frightful crime, as Bishop Hafey of Raleigh recently 
said, but to have a contraceptive in one’s closet is a practise which the 
Federal Council readily countenances.” 

Commenting on this audacious misrepresentation of facts, the Lutheran 
says: “We hesitate to accuse a religious journal of that misdemeanor for 
which the polite, but un-Rooseveltian term is mendacity, but the editor of 
America certainly knows the ‘release’ of the Federal Council’s commission 
on birth control was immediately protested by President Knubel; his 
statement was in the same issue of the New York papers that carried the 
commission’s report. The editor should also know that the Federal Council 
is not in fact, and does not claim to be in fact, the voice of the Protestant 
communions in this country. Its editorialist seems also to have lost sight 
of the fact that of 30,000,000 families in the United States less than 
4,200,000 have any connection with the Roman Church. It takes con- 
siderable recklessness to declare that 25,000,000 American homes have 
outlawed regard for their marriage vows and declared themselves in a state 
of rebellion against religion. The only excuse we can find for so out- 
rageous an exaggeration is the sort of partisanship that depends on the 
ignorance of the true facts on the part of its readers.” A. 

Roman Catholic Theological Seminaries in the United States. 
Writing in the Commonweal, Rev. M. J. Ahern, a Jesuit, submits this in- 
formation on the theological seminaries of his Church in the United States: 
“There are in the United States 145 seminaries for the education of the 
secular and regular clergy, with a total, in 1930, of 17,616 students. As far 
as I can gather, approximately 8,000 of these are in the major seminaries. 
For entrance into a major seminary the completion of the sophomore class 
in either a college or in a preparatory seminary is required, and the major 
seminary course lasts six years. So that for ordination an amount of 
study lasting four years beyond the time when the young seminarian would 
have graduated from college is exacted. Four years beyond the bachelor’s 
degree is the time ordinarily consumed in gaining the doctor’s degree in 
a graduate school. I admit that the seminary course in theology is not 
research in the sense of Professor Defarrari’s paper. But it is a course 
of intensive study in a difficult field, and the output of Catholic devo- 
tional, theological, and philosophical literature would seem to indicate that 
our priests, who are graduates of these seminaries, have caught a goodly 
share of the enthusiasm of the true scholar. Besides, the caliber of those 
who enter our seminaries is not below the average of the caliber of those 
who enter upon research in our universities. I am wondering how many 
graduate students would fiock to our secular universities if a proportionate 
number of non-Catholic college graduates entered the ministry? I have 
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been moved to make this observation on seminaries by the fact that, in at 
least one case which came under my observation, the work done in Catholic 
seminaries after graduation from a Catholic college was accepted by the 
Association of American Universities as graduate work.” A. 

“Barthian Theology not Calvinistic.”” — Karl Barth, with his 
Crisis Theology, is becoming more and more persona ingrata. The Liberal- 
ists did not want him to lay his egg in their nest; for from the start 
their chief representative, A. von Harnack, repudiated his doctrines. Since 
then conservative Lutherans in Germany have taken a decided stand against 
Barthianism and have proved that it is not Lutheran in any point, but 
the very opposite of Lutheranism. In Christianity To-day Dr. Cornelius 
Van Til, professor of Dogmatics at Westminster Seminary, pleads with his 
fellow-Calvinists not to acknowledge Barthianism as Calvinistic. In a very 
lengthy and able review on the recent book of Dr. A. S. Zerbe, professor 
emeritus at Central Theological Seminary, The Karl Barth Theology or the 
New Transcendentalism, one of the most readable expositions of Barthian- 
ism that have appeared in America, he writes: “Barth knows no absolute 
God. His theology is a ‘sport’ and will soon revert to type. Professor 
McGiffert of Chicago predicted last summer that Barthianism would not 
last because it was really a recrudescence of Calvinism. If we might 
venture a prediction, it would be that Barthianism may last a long time 
because it is really Modernism, but that neither Barthianism nor Modern- 
ism will last in the end because they are not Calvinism, that is, consistent 
Christianity. ... We believe that the author’s book will be conducive to 
the highly desirable end that every branch of the Reformed churches will 
resolutely disown Barthianism as an offshoot of Reformed theology.” 

J.T. M. 

The Neglect of the Old Testament.— The Pastor’s Monthly has 
published a series of articles on this subject by Prof. H. C. Leupold. From 
the article appearing in the August issue we clip the following: “He there- 
fore that would busy himself with the Old Testament must first of all 
believe it to be God’s blessed and precious Word and expect to find divine 
treasures in it and must secondly, to secure this valuable treasure, be 
ready to venture out into a field that is hotly contested. He must expect 
to be listed in the category of benighted souls and must rest content to be 
classed as a man of retarded intellectual development and be made to feel 
the lofty sneers of the so-called scholars of our day. Not a very alluring 
prospect, to be sure. Many shrink back, for such a step requires both moral 
courage and firm and well-grounded convictions. ... It was said above 
that one of the reasons that contributed to the neglect of the Old Testament 
was the neglect of the thorough study of the language in which the Old 
Testament was written. In explaining only that which bears upon our 
present purpose, we shall not treat of the necessity of such study exhaus- 
tively. There is much more to be said than we shall say. Let us point out 
three pertinent facts. It should be evident to all who approach the problem 
fairly that exhaustive investigation of difficult and essential passages of 
this portion of Holy Writ is utterly impossible without a knowledge of the 
original language. It will not do to argue: There are adequate literal 
translations and explanations that can bring the issues involved clearly 
before our mind. So claims the theorist. They who see clearly on this 
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point realize that in spite of all explanations and exact translations the 
man who lacks the knowledge of the original language often misses the 
very essence of the point involved and, at best, repeats what others say 
without being able to form an independent judgment. Secondly, it is 
perfectly clear that a good part of the reaction against the study of the 
original languages is the outgrowth of the spirit of our age in the field 
of higher education. A goodly number of educators have scrapped the 
theory of the essential value of the classic languages for a well-balanced 
classic education. Quite apart from the pros and cons of that question 
and quite apart from whatever conclusions universities may ultimately 
arrive at, their conclusions have settled nothing about the knowledge of 
the original languages of the Bible for a theologian. For, first of all, 
theirs is not the theological approach to the question, and, besides, what- 
ever is or is not essential to a well-balanced education is not normative 
for what is essential for a theological student, no more than proof for the 
fact that an astronomer can do without such knowledge. Lastly, when 
will men begin to observe that they who argue particularly against the 
study of Hebrew are never the men who thoroughly know Hebrew and 
have used it? The man who does not thoroughly know a thing is the last 
man who is to be called competent to pronounce final judgment upon its 
merits. ... These two factors mutually condition one another: Lack of 
knowledge of the language discourages exegetical study, while lack of 
interest in exegetical studies discourages the study of Hebrew.” That is 
a heart-to-heart talk. Let us all take it to heart! E. 
Can an Atheist be Believed? — This question recently had to be 
answered by a court in Alabama. A colored man, Mr. Knight, when dying, 
accused his wife of having murdered him. The lower court held that this 
accusation was devoid of credibility because the person who had made it 
had been an atheist. The Court of Appeals, however, ruled differently, 
stating that the a-priori rejection of the word of an atheist is unjustified. 
The issues involved are indeed grave. The view has often been expressed 
that a government is within its rights if it refuses to grant citizenship to 
atheists, that is, to people who do not believe in the existence of God, for 
whom therefore an oath has no meaning. Such a position would not be 
due to religious intolerance, but merely to the wish of the state to protect 
itself. On the other hand, it must not be overlooked that abuses would 
be likely to creep in if the government, and the courts in particular, en- 
deavored to rule out the testimony of atheists as unreliable, not to men- 
tion the sad fact that many oaths which are sworn by professed believers 
in the existence of a Supreme Being are false and that hence the giving 
of testimony under oath is not a guarantee that the truth is told. We are 
living in an imperfect world, where the application of a remedy, while 
healing a certain class of diseases, often produces another class of them 
just as virulent. A. 
Vernadlajfigung des Hebräiſchen. Wem das Changelium lieb ift, dem 
find aud) die Spradjen lieb, in denen Gott das Evangelium bon den hei⸗ 
ligen Gehreibern hat aufzeichnen laffen. Umgekehrt aber find den heutigen 
Riberalijten die urſprünglichen Bibelfpracjen unwichtig. Wenigftens dem 
Hebräiſchen mißt man wenig Wert mehr bei. Ym „Chriſtlichen Apologeten” 
lefen wir über dies Rapitel: „Die hebraijde Sprache und Literatur wurde 
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alg Gegenftand de3 Studiums fdjon vor einigen Jahren aus dem Studien- 
plan de3 Drew Theological Seminary fallen gelaffen, das heift, das Hebraijde 
wurde nicht mehr als ein obligatorijdhes Fach von den Studenten gefordert. 
Auch mehrere andere theologifde Schulen haben diefes Fach gang aufgegeben. 
Xn einigen amerifanifden Gropftadten, wie St. Louis, Pittsburgh und 
anbdern, ift unlangft das Studium des Hebraifden auf gleiche Stufe mit 
Latein und Griechiſch in den Studienplan ihrer Hochſchulen aufgenommen 
worden. Das ift gefdehen auf das unablaffige Drängen des jüdiſchen Cle- 
ment3 in dieſen Stadten.” Wie uns berichtet wird, hat e3 mit dem Stu- 
dium des Hebraifdjen in den St. Louiſer Hochſchulen wenig auf fic) gehabt. 
Wem nicht viel an der Bibel gelegen ift, der ftudiert heutgutage wenig 
Hebräiſch. J. T. M. 

Die Wiſſenſchaft und ihre Zahlen. Dem „Apologeten“ entnehmen wir 
die folgenden Paragraphen mit der Bemerkung, daß der hier ausgeteilte 
Spott reichlich verdient iſt: 

„Wenn die Herren Naturwiſſenſchaftler nur die Kunſt verſtänden, die 
Nullen, welche ſie an von ihnen aufgeſtellte Zahlen, z. B. über das Alter 
der Erde und ihrer Bewohner, hängen, in konkrete Goldwerte gu verhan— 
deln, Dann wäre Der Not der Beit mit einem Schlage abgeholfen. ... 
Unten in Alabama fanden ſie Fußſpuren von Rieſentieren, denen ſie ein 
Alter bon 250,000,000 Jahren zuſchrieben. Yn Mexiko entdeckten fie ein 
verſteinertes Krokodil, das vor 60,000,000 Jahren aufgehört haben ſoll 
gu freſſen, ebenfalls Dinoſaurusknochen, denen jie 80,000,000 Jahre gu- 
dichten. Und in Florida fanden fie dad Sfelett eines Manned, der fich vor 
20,000 Jahren in jenem Südland niedergelafjen haben foll. Alſo berichtet 
uns da8 ,Amerifanifde Mufeum der Naturgefdicdte’. Wer weiß, jenes 
RKrofodil ijt am Ende gu Stein getworden vor Erftaunen ob der Zabhlen, 
mit denen ein Naturhiftorifer, dem es vielleicht begeqnet war, um fic) warf. 
Ob der obenerwähnte Befiker jenes menſchlichen Sfelettes (2) wohl der 
altefte Anfiedler Floridas war? Wielleicht erhalt er mit dem Fortſchritt 
der Forfdungen einen Ribalen, der ihm mit ein paar weiteren Mullen 
inter dem Alter feines Sfelettes oder eines Knochens deSfelben den Rang 
ablauft. Man mu den Tag nicht bor dem Abend Loben. 

„Doch — Spak apart. Der Editor ift der lebte Mann, der die Wiffen- 
{haft veradhtet oder verſpotten möchte. Gein Refpeft vor ihrer Arbeit ift 
biel gu grog. Wber hie und da fommt ihm doch ein Ladheln ob der Buz 
mutungen, Die fie an den Glauben der Menſchen ftellt, fie, die felber vom 
Glauben dod) fo gar nichts wiſſen mill und oft genug und befonders den 
bibliſchen Glauben verfpottet. Zahlen können fehr unbequem werden — 
in Zeitredjnungen wie in Kohlen-, Doktor⸗ und Hofpitalrednungen. Man 
follte fein vorfidtig mit ifnen umgehen. Das ift vielleidjt etwas, was 
die Archäologen der Menſchheits- und Erdgeſchichte noc) lernen miiffen, und 
zwar ſowohl im Sntereffe der Wahrheit iiberhaupt als auch im — 
des Unfehens ihrer Wiffenfdaft im befonderen.“ 

Information on the Russian Orthodox Church. —In a review of 
a book written by Russian church dignitaries in exile the Commonweal 
presents some valuable information on this Church. The following facts 
are gleaned from the review. After the revolution in 1917 the patriarchate, 
which had been abolished by Peter the Great, was restored in Soviet Russia, 
and Patriarch Tyhon was acknowledged by the entire Russian Orthodox 
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Church as the legitimate head. Later on this patriarch was compelled 
to issue a declaration, stating that he was not an enemy of the Soviet 
government. He was recognized as the head of the Russian Church by 
emigrant Russian bishops, by the ecumenical patriarchate of Constantinople, 
and by the sister orthodox churches. In 1925 he died. After his death 
dissensions arose in the Russian Church. At the present time “there are 
outside Russia two main groups of orthodox Russians,” one following the 
Metropolitan Anthony, head of the Russian Synod at Carlovtsi, Jugoslavia, 
the other adhering to Metropolitan Eulogius, who resides in Paris and is 
the head of Russian orthodoxy in Western Europe. In Russia the patriarch, 
Peter Krutitsky, is imprisoned; the vicegerent, Metropolitan Sergius, seems 
to have submitted to the Bolsheviks. Eulogius, in Paris, has been deposed 
by Sergius because he prayed for the persecuted Christians in Russia. 
As a result he has refused to acknowledge Sergius any longer as a superior. 
The same position is taken by the Metropolitan Anthony in Jugoslavia. 
The Patriarch of Constantinople, Photius II, has acknowledged the deposed 
Eulogius as being in good standing. A third group of exiles is still under 
the jurisdiction of Sergius in Soviet Russia. Anthony and Eulogius are 
united in fighting Sergius; but they are likewise fighting each other. 
Thus the Russian Orthodox Church presents a pitiful spectacle to the 
outsider. May God have mercy on it! A. 


Il. Ausland. 


Die gbttlide Cingebung der Heiligen Schrift feftgehalten. Bn der 
„Allgemeinen Eb.-Luth. Kirchengeitung” vom 4. September 1931 findet fic 
folgende intereffante Notiz, die da geigt, daß der moderne Unglaube nod 
nicht alle3 verſchlungen hat: 

„Die Synode der Niederlandifd-Reformierten Kirche im Freiftaat Süd⸗ 
afrifa (Dutch Reformed Church) halt fid ftreng an die Qnfpiration der 
Bibel. Sie hat eine Erflarung angenommen, die jeder Prediger bei feiner 
Ordination untergeidnen mug: Ich erflare und befenne aufrictig und mit 
gutem Getwifjen: 1. daß die Bibel Gottes Wort ijt; 2. daß die Bibel in 
allen ihren Teilen von Gott eingegeben und daher in allen ihren Teilen 
unfeblbar ijt; 3. dag die Wunder der Bibel durch menſchliche Vernunft 
nicht gu erflaren und mit findlidem Glauben angunehmen find; 4. dak 
die Ergahlung der Genefi3 bon der Schipfung und bom Giindenfall unfebl- 
bar und infpiriert ijt; 5. dag die im Wlten Teftament gebotene Gefdhidts- 
Darjtellung gegeniiber der Entwicklungstheorie der Vibelfritif feſtzuhalten 
ijt; 6. daß Chriftus nicht nur im ethiſchen Sinne heilig und ſündlos ijt, 
fondern ebenfo in feinem Denfen ohne Yrrtum und Taufdung; 7. daf die 
Lehre YEfu über Mofes als Verfaſſer de3 Pentateuchs, über Yonas und 
den BWalfifd, iiber David als Verfaſſer des 110. Pſalms und über die ganze 
Schrift unfehlbar und dak JEſus immer die Wahrheit iſt.““ A. 

Das Wühlen der Freidenker in Deutſchland. Einem Wechſelblatt ent⸗ 
nehmen wir die folgenden Angaben, die auf ein deutliches Zeichen der letzten 
Beit hinweiſen: 

„Durch die Beſtimmungen der Notberordnung des Reichspräſidenten, 
Die ſich auf die antireligiöſe Propaganda begiehen und die unſagbar rohen 
und berlegenden Formen diefer Propaganda — feineStwegs aber fie felbft — 
unterbinden follen, ift der Deutſche Freidenferverband tie aus dem Hausden 
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geraten. Qn einem flammenden Aufruf an feine Mitglieder ruft er gum 
Abwehrkampf gegen den ,fulturpolitifden Velagerungsguftand auf, durd 
den die Freidenferorganifationen ihrer verfaſſungsmäßigen Rechte beraubt 
würden. Gr gelobt, die antifirdlidje Propaganda weder aufgeben nod 
einſchränken gu wollen. Für uns ift die Kirche der Todfeind, deffen Be- 
fampfung alle unfere Rrafte jebt und in der Zufunft gewidmet fein mer- 
den.’ Zugleich wird ein dringender Hilferuf an die Sogialdemofratijde 
Partei gerichtet. 

„Wir erbliden in diefem Aufruf eine neue Veftatigung dafiir, dak 
der Deutſche Freidenferverband in feinen Zielen — Vernichtung de3 ,Tod- 
feindes’ Kirche — mit den fommuniftifden Gottlojen durchaus einig gebt, 
aud) wenn er bon deren ‚äußerſt plumper und ungefdidter Agitation’ in 
lebter Zeit mehrfach abgeriictt ijt. Ym übrigen ijt auch er in der Wahl 
feiner Rampfmittel nicht angftlid. Die neuefte Nummer des ,Freidenfers* 
enthalt einen Schmähartikel gegen die Betheler Anſtalten und die angeblid 
dort getriebene ,moderne Sklaverei‘, deffen Schlußſatz lautet: „Aber ein- 
traglich ijt da Geſchäft ..., und eintraglic) wird e3 bleiben, folange nicht 
Die geiftige Cpidemie, die man Chriftentum nennt, ablauft, woran glück⸗ 
licherweiſe nicht mehr gu zweifeln ijt.’ Yn einer Crgahlung im Kinder⸗ 
land‘ der gleichen Zeitſchrift fagt ein freidenkeriſches Kind gu einem andern: 
Wir find auch in die chriftlide Schule gegangen; denn two wir bisher wohn⸗ 
ten, war feine tweltlidje. Was hat un da der Lehrer alles vorgelogen! 
Und das Tollfte — felbft in den Schulbiidern ftanden dieſe Lügen drin!‘ 
Sn der Mitte diefer Rinderjeite prangt in Cinrahmung der Spruch: ZJe 
frommer der Menſch, defto mehr glaubt er; je mehr er glaubt, defto weniger 
weiß er; je weniger er weiß, deſto dimmer ift er; je Diimmer er me um fo 
leichter wird er regiert bon Kirche und Kapital.‘ “ 

Jubiläum des Syrifden Waifenhaufes. Wie der „Lutheriſche —— 
mitteilt, hat das Syriſche Waiſenhaus in Jeruſalem ſein ſiebgigjähriges 
Jubiläum feiern können. Wir leſen: „Dr. Schneller ſchreibt darüber im 
Boten aus Zion’ (April 1931): ,Sieben Yahrgehnte find verfloſſen, ſeit im 
Sabre 1860 auf dem Libanon jene furdtbaren Mtebeleien unter den dor- 
tigen Chriften durch die Drujen angeridtet wurden. über 20,000 Witwen 
und Waiſen irrten in äußerſter Not iiber die Berge und durch die ſchönen 
Täler de3 Libanons. Ludwig Schneller, der Großvater des jebigen Direktors, 
reifte, alS er dieſe erfdiitternden Nachridjten vernommen hatte, von Seru- 
ſalem nach Jaffa, beftieg dort ein gebrechliches Boot und fubr bei ftiirmi- 
{hem Wetter gur See nach Beirut, um nach Kraften gu elfen. Nach acht 
bis vbiergehn Tagen fehrte er mit der erften Scar bon Waiſen aus Syrien 
nach Jeruſalem guriic&. Mit inen, die fich im erften Jahre auf dreifig 
Zöglinge erhöhten, eriffnete er in feinem eigenen Haus am Namenstage 
Martin Luthers, am 11. November 1860, ein Waifenhauslein, in bem es 
zunächſt eng genug herging. Da jene erjten Waiſen aus Syrien ftammten, 
bebielt baS Haus auch fpater, als die meiften Zöglinge aus dem ſüdlicheren 
Palatina famen, den Namen Syrifdes Waifenhaus. Wie wunderbar hat 
feitdem Gottes Gand über diefem Hauſe gewaltet! Große Stiirme und 
Wetter, die ihm den ſicheren Untergang zu bereiten ſchienen, ſind darüber 
hingegangen; einmal eine Geldnot, welche ihm das Lebenslicht auszublaſen 
drohte, einmal eine Feuersbrunſt, welche alles, was in fünfzig Jahren auf- 
gebaut war, in Rauch und Flammen aufgehen ließ; einmal ein Weltkrieg, 
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infolgebdefjen un3 das Syriſche Waijenhaus gang genommen und iiber drei 
Sabre lang in frembde Hände gelegt wurde. Aber aus allen Noten hat uns 
der HErr errettet und wie auf Adler Fliigeln bis jebt in achte Jahrzehnt 
unſers Daſeins hindurchgeführt.“ J. T. M. 

Kampf um die „39 Artikel“. In England kämpfen die dortigen Kirchen 
um die ſogenannten „89 Artikel“ der anglikaniſchen Staatskirche. Worum 
es fic) handelt, beſchreibt das „Evangeliſche Deutſchland“, wie folgt: „Bei 
der Reviſion des Prayer-Book war bekanntlich der Streit um die anglifa- 
niſche Bekenntnisſchrift, die ‚89 Artifel’, geflifjentlich aus dem Spiel ge- 
laſſen. Die ,39 AUrtifel® find gwar nicht ein eigentlid) fefter Beſtandteil des 
Prayer-Book, find aber dod) in der Regel im Anhang mit abgedrudt. Man 
hatte die ,89 Artikel‘ nicht mit in den Streit um das Prayer-Book hinein⸗ 
gegogen, um die Gemiiter nicht nod mehr gu erhiben. Jetzt aber hat in 
Der engliſchen Tagespreſſe fotwie in den firchliden Blattern eine lebhafte 
Ausſprache eingefebt. Die Gegenfabe der verſchiedenen kirchlichen Rich— 
tungen, die im Prayer-Book-Streit aufeinanderprallten, treten jebt twieder 
herbor. 

„Die ,89 Artikel‘ weiſen befanntlich ſtarke Lutherifde und reformierte 
Cinfliiffe auf (Ruther$ Lehre bon der Redhtfertiqung aus Glauben allein). 
Verſchiedene fatholijdhe Riten werden ſcharf fritijiert. Go erflart e3 fic, 
Dak die fatholijierende Ridtung innerhalb der engliſchen Staatsfirde die 
Bedeutung der ,389 Artikel’ verFleinern möchte. C3 beſtehen BVeftrebungen, 
Die Darauf hinauslaufen, die ‚89 Artifel’ gang auger Kraft gu fewen oder 
wenigſtens dafür gu forgen, dag die Geijtlicen fich nicht mehr gu ihnen 
feierlich befennen miifjen. Andere Gruppen (iibrigens nicht nur in England, 
fondern auch in anglifanijfden Kreiſen anderer Lander) feben fich dem- 
gegeniiber fiir die ,389 Artifel’ ein, da Ddiefe eine gewiſſe Gewähr dafiir 
boten, dak der reformatorifde Charafter der englifden Staatskirche erhalten 
bliebe. Bei den UnionSverhandlungen mit den Orthodoxen und den Alt- 
fatholifen fpielen die 389 AWrtifel’ begreiflicherweiſe eine nicht untwidhtige 
Rolle.“ J. T. Me. 

Die nationaliſtiſche Bewegung in Indien und die chriſtliche Miſſion. 
Die Schwierigkeiten, die ſich aus der nationaliſtiſchen Bewegung in Indien 
ergeben, werden in den „Allg. Miſſ.⸗-Nachr.“ vom Mai dieſes Jahres ge— 
bührend berückſichtigt. Wir leſen da: „Die nationaliſtiſche Bewegung in 
Indien bringt auch für die Miſſionsarbeit Schwierigkeiten mit ſich. Ein 
amerikaniſcher Miſſionar, Keithahn, hatte ſeiner Sympathie fiir die nationa- 
liſtiſche Bewegung offen Ausdruck gegeben; daraufhin wurde er von der 
Behörde in Madura aufgefordert, Indien zu verlaſſen, und von der Miſſion 
gefordert, daß ſie mit ihm nichts mehr zu tun haben ſollte. Nicht genug 
damit, forderte der betreffende Beamte, daß die Miſſion einſtimmig Er⸗ 
flarungen abgeben ſollte, was den Miſſionaren als ein Bruch der Neutralität 
erſchien, tie fie ein Miſſionar üben follte. Wber noch dariiber hinaus for- 
derte dann der Beamte, dak die Miffion ihre indifden Prediger und Lehrer 
givingen follte, fich gegen die nationaliſtiſche Agitation gu erflaren und fid 
fiir die Politik der englifden Regierung eingufeben, und teilte der Miſſion 
mit, dak andernfalls die Schulgufdiiffe, die die Regierung bisher gegablt 
hatte, wegfallen würden. — Auf der andern Seite treten die Nationalijten 
gegen die Miffionsarbeit auf. Go hat fiche Gandhi, der tro all feiner 
anerfennenden Worte fiir Chriftum ftet3 vollfommen ein Hindu geblieben 
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ift und das auch immer wieder ausſpricht, gegen alle Befehrungsverjude 
erflart, und Natarajan ſchrieb im Indian Social Reformer: ,Die Auffaffung 
pon Herrſchaft in einer Monarchie ift nicht nur eine völlig äußere; etwas 
Darin muß aud) einen geijtigen Zujammenhang zwiſchen dem Herrfder und 
feinem Untertanen zeigen. Es ift gegen die feit undenfliden Zeiten in 
Indien herrſchende iiberlieferung, irgendeine Religion fiir geringer als 
andere gu erflaren. Wir fonnen den Konig de3 indiſchen Dominiums nicht 
auffordern, fich nicht gum chriſtlichen Glauben gu befennen. Aber wir 
denfen, Dak Indien fordern follte und miifte, daß in dem Kronungseid bon 
feiten des Herrſchers ein feierlides Verſprechen enthalten fei, der Be— 
fchitber der alten religidfen Glauben des Landes fein gu wollen. Der gegen- 
wärtige Grundfab religidfer Neutralitat müßte durch den Grundfab aftiver 
und anerfennender Beſchützung abgeloft werden. Die widhtigite Folge diefes 
Wechſels würde fein, daß organijiertes religiöſes Profelytenmaden, das 
darauf abgielt, Untertanen feiner Majeftat bon ihrem alten Glauben meg- 
gugiehen, berhindert würde, da der Konig als Beſchützer aller Religionen nicht 
eine Die andere befampfen laſſen darf.‘“ &. T. Me. 

Deutſche Minderheit in Litanen ohne Redt. Der „Friedensbote“ teilt 
aug einer Meldung in „Epd.“ das Folgende mit: „Nach den jüngſten Nach⸗ 
richten verſchärft ſich die Bedrückung der deutſch-evangeliſchen Gemeinden 
in Litauen. Geiſtliche, die das Vertrauen aller Gemeindeglieder beſitzen, 
werden über Nacht aus ihren Wmtern entfernt und durch litauiſche Heber 
erfebt. Gebt fich, mie es erjt jüngſt in Wirballen gefdehen ijt, die Ge— 
meinde gegen dieſes Verfahren einmiitig gur Wehr, dann verſchreibt man 
ſich die Hilfe der Poligei. Ebenſo wie der Prajident de3 RKonfiftoriums 
gegen die deutfdgefinnten Kirchengemeinden geht die litauiſche Regierung 
gegen die deutfden ebangelijden Minderheitsfdulen vor. Wor einigen 
Jahren beftanden nod fiebenunddreigig derartige Schulen; Heute find e3 
nur noc) fiinf. Der junge litauiſche Staat zählt auger etwa zwei Millionen 
Ratholifen rund 70,000 Evangeliſche, darunter 60,000 Lutheraner, die etwa 
gur Hälfte aus Deutfden, gu je einem Wiertel aus Litauern und Letten 
beftehen und in der evangeliſch-lutheriſchen Kirche Litauen3 gufammengefapt 
find. Die im Yahre 1921 von den Gemeinden beſchloſſene Kirchenverfaffung, 
die fid) auf der völligen Gleichberedhtigung der drei Nationalitaten auf- 
baute, ijt bon der litauiſchen Regierung bis heute noch nicht anerfannt. 
Statt deffen Hat die Regierung gegen alles Recht einen litauifdjen Natio- 
nalijten, Dr. Gaigalat, an die Spike des Konfijtoriums berufen. Er fieht 
fein Ziel darin, den deutfden Charakter der Gemeinden, die das von den 
Vatern iibernommene Erbe der deutfdjen Reformation in die Zukunft hin- 
iiberretten wollen, gu bvernidjten. Will er auf diefem Wege meitergehen? 
Den Schaden triige nicht zuletzt der junge litauiſche Staat felbft.” 

Gegen die Miffionsfdulen. Der ,,Chriftl. Wpologete” ſchreibt: „Das 
neue Schulgeſetz in Portugiefifd-Oftafrifa fann als ein ſchwerer Schlag 
gegen die Mifjion angefehen werden. Danach darf fein Cingeborner Me- 
ligion Tehren, der nicht ein Zeugnis itber den Beſuch einer Grundſchule 
boriveifen fann. Außerdem follen die Cingebornenfpraden ſchriftlich nicht 
verwendet werden dürfen. Yn Mozambique ift jede Vertwendung von Lite- 
ratur in den Sprachen der Gingebornen verboten. Da die Bibel dort in 
Ronga, Tima und Tonga iiberfekt und gedruct ift, werden alle diefe über⸗ 
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fegungen twertlo3, und es entftehen große Schtwierigfeiten, da viele Cin- 
geborne die portugieſiſche Sprade nicht verjtehen. Wenn auch die For- 
derung der Bildung der Cingebornen bon den Miſſionaren begrüßt werden 
mu, fo ift dod) z. B. die Veftimmung, dag nur aus Stein aufgefihrte 
Gebaude gu Schulgweden verivendet werden diirfen, dagu angetan, dap 
eine grofe Zahl von Sehulen im Lande gefdloffen werden mug. Das 
Verbot der gefehriebenen oder gedructen Cingebornenjpraden erſcheint den 
dort arbeitenden ebangelijden Miſſionsgeſellſchaften als ein Bruch der Ver- 
trage, nad) denen völlige ReligionSfreiheit gewahrt worden war.” Bn 
Diefer Maßregel folgen die Portugiefen dem Beiſpiel Frankreichs und Bel⸗ 
giens, die mit ähnlichen Gefeben die ebangelifde Miſſion in ihren Gebieten 
erſchwert haben. Es wird dies den genannten Landern nicht gum Segen 
gereidjen. &. X. Me. 

Die archäologiſchen Ausgrabungen in Palijtina find nidt unwichtig. 
iiber die neueften Funde fdreibt der „Baſeler Chrijtlide Volksbote“, wie 
folgt: „Die Wusgrabungen letzter Beit haben die Ergahlung bom Fall 
Jerichos, wie er Sof. 6, 20—24 berichtet ijt, in auffallender Weife beftatigt. 
Durd den Erdhiigel, auf twelchem die Stadt lag, wurde ein breiter Graben 
gegogen, und dabei tourden einige bon den alten Stadtmauern flachliegend 
gefunden, die nach außen gefallen waren ohne irgendein Zeichen bon Bruch 
oder Verfall. Töpferwaren, welche unter der Mauer gefunden tourden, ge- 
hören dem Beitalter bon ungefabr 1400 b. Chr. an, was genau mit der 
Zeitrechnung der Vibel ftimmt. Die äußere Mauer Hat eine Breite von 6, 
Die innere eine foldje bon 12 Fup. Beweiſe vom Brand der Stadt (Joſ. 
6,24) tourden ebenfalls feſtgeſtellt. 

„In der letzten Zeit wurde aud) die Feſte Bion ausgegraben. Auf dem 
Berg Ophel, wo ſchon feit fechgig Jahren gegraben wird, ift die Felfenfeftung 
des Königs David (2) bloRgelegt worden. Was jebt entdeckt worden ijt, ift 
eine Mauer der Feftung, die David ungefahr im Yahre 1000 vb. Chr. er⸗ 
obert Hat. Diefe Ausgrabung febt die Gelehrten in die Lage, die Cingel- 
heiten bon Nehemias Beſchreibung gu fontrollieren. Zwiſchen zwei Baſteien 
ift ein uralter Turm entdect worden; nach der Maurerarbeit muß er ent- 
tweder aus Davids oder Salomos Zeiten ftammen. Die Bibel ergahlt, daß 
König Salomo Steuer ausgetworfen habe, gu bauen ein Haus dem Namen des 
HErrn und ein Haus feines Kinigreiches‘; ferner mute gefteuert werden, 
um Millo und die Stadtmauer bon Serufalem aufgubauen. Gr foll aud 
die Brefde ausgefiillt haben, die David bei der BVelagerung in die alte 
Sebufitermauer gefdlagen hatte. Die AWusgrabungen brachten nun nicht nur 
dieſe Breſche gutage, fondern auch die ftarke Fiillung aus Salomos Zeiten, 
Da die Steine aus der alten Yebufitermauer wieder eingefiigt worden waren. 
Ferner wurden Spuren der Arbeit Kinig Hiskias gefunden, der die David- 
ftadt auf die Schreckenskunde, dak der Affyrerfinig Sanherib (701 v. Chr.) 
gegen Jeruſalem aufbredjen wolle, in grofer Saft hatte ausbeffern laſſen.“ 

&. T. M 


Rußlands Gegenwehr gegen die Bibel. Wir leſen darüber im „Chriſt⸗ 
lichen Apologeten“, wie folgt: „Depeſchen aus Europa berichten, daß die 
Sowjetregierung, die zuerſt das Drucken der Bibel in Rußland verboten, 
nun aud) die Importation der Bibel ſtrengſtens unterſagt hat. Die Be⸗ 
amten der Zollamter find angetwiefen, alle Bibeln, die fie in den Greng- 
ftationen finden, gu fonfidgieren als Ronterbande.” &. T. M. 
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Die Bibel oder die gange Heilige Schrift des Alten und Nenen Teftaments 
nad) der deutſchen überſetzung D. Martin Luthers. Neu durchgefehen nad 
dem bom Deutſchen Evangeliſchen Kirchenausfduk genehmigten Text. Mit 
350 Bildern von Rudolf Shafer. Herausgegeben von der Sächſiſchen 
Hauptbibelgefellfdhait und der Privilegierten Württembergiſchen Bibel= 
anftalt. Verlag: Privileg. Wiirtt. Bibelanftalt, Stuttgart 1929. Altes 
Yeftament 1,138 Seiten; Upofryphen 158 Seiten; Neues Teftament 396 
Seiten; Anhang 77 Seiten; im gangen 1,796 Seiten 8X11, in Leinwand 
und Rotfdnitt mit Goldtitel und Dedelverzierung gebunden. Preis: 
M. 12. 


Dies ift eine prachtvolle Bibel, die „ſchönſte deutſche Bibel”, wie man gefagt 
hat. Gleich die äußere Geftalt fallt in die Uugen. Schiner, groper Drud in be- 
fonderen Typen, gutes Papier, große Anfangsbuchſtaben. Die gewöhnliche Kapitel- 
und Ver8einteilung ift beibehalten, aber die Beilen find durchlaufend gedruct, twas 
fiir das Leſen ein groper Vorteil ift. Der Cinband ift vortrefflid und fiinftlerifd. 
Als Anhang ift eine Auswahl von Schriftabfdnitten und einzelnen Schriftworten 
fiir befondere Faille des Lebens beigegeben, eine Bibellefetafel, die Reihenfolge der 
bibliſchen Bücher in Merkverſen, eine ſechzehn Seiten umfaffende, fiinftlerifd ver- 
gierte Familiendhronif und mehrere bibliſche Karten. Aber das Hauptmerfmal 
find die Bilder Rudolf Schäfers, wohl des erften kirchlichen Malers und Zeidner’ 
der Gegenwart. Man fann die Bilder wieder und wieder anjehen und wird e8 
nicht miide. Sie find ſchlicht und doch gewaltig, tief und innig, fiir nachdenkliche 
Beſchauer beftimmt und unterfdeiden fid) dadurch von den andern iluftrierten 
Bibeln. Gleic das Litelblatt ladet ein gum Studieren und gum Sichverſenken: 
bier ſorgfältig ausgeſuchte Sprüche vom Worte Gottes und darunter der Spruch: 
„Bei dit ift die Iebendige Quelle [die Quelle des Leben], und in deinem Licht 
feben wir das Licht“, Pj. 36, 10. Im Mittelpuntt des Blattes ift die Quelle und 
darüber der reiche Früchtebaum. Den 22. Pfalm illuftriert Schafer mit einem 
Bild des leidenden Erlöſers, das 53. Kapitel des Jeſajas mit einem Bild der Kreug- 
abnahme; Mica 5 fehen wir die Hirten auf Bethlehem$ Fluren. Bu Hof. 13 
zeichnet Schafer ein Kreugigungsbild, damit der Lefer merfen foll, dak die Stelle 
V. 14: „Ich will fie erlöſen aus der Hille und vom Vode erretten. Tod, ich will 
dit cin Gift fein; Hölle, ich will dir eine Peftileng fein” auf Golgatha erfiillt 
worden ijt. Zu Dan. 7, 13. 14 zeichnet er in grofen Biigen den Sohn Gottes, wie 
et nad) feiner Erniedrigung und feinem Gehorfam bis gum Tod am Kreuz von 
Gott erhöht und gum König über alle und alles gefekt worden ijt. Und fo finnten 
wit die gangen 350 Bilder durdhgehen. Wir haben nur eins auszuſetzen, aber 
allerdings etwa8 fiir uns Schwerwiegendes. Es ijt nidt der alte, unveränderte 
Ruthertert, fondern der in Deutſchland faft allgemein gebrauchte und aud in 
Umerifa nicht felten verbreitete fogenannte rebvidierte Vuthertert, bei Dem gerade 
Kernſprüche der Bibel, die allen Chriften von Jugend auf teuer und wert find, 
verändert worden find. So lefen wit hier Hiob 19, 26: , Und nachdem diefe meine 
Haut zerſchlagen iſt, werde ih ohne mein Fleiſch Gott ſehen“, wodurch mit 
tine m Stride, ohne wirklich gwingenden fpradliden Grund, die Wuferftehungs- 
hoffnung Hiobs befeitigt wird. -1 Mof. 4,1 lautet das Wort Evas: „Ich habe 
einen Mann gewonnen mit dem HErrn“, wodurd, wieder ohne wirklich zwingen⸗ 
den ſprachlichen Grund, ihre Meffiashoffnung befeitigt wird. Auch find nicht die 
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alten, fiir das Verſtändnis oft recht wertvollen Kapitelüberſchriften beibehalten. 
Dod miiffen wir aud) fagen, daß in manden Fallen diefe neueren RKapiteliiber- 
ſchriften den Inhalt treffend angeben, wie gu Pj. 22: „Der leidende Meffias und 
fein Reich.” Wiederholt haben wir auch gefunden, dak die überſchriften gut dem 
Verftindnis dienen. So heißt es gerade gu Hiob 19: „Hiobs fiinfte Gegenrede: 
Er flagt iiber die Harte der Freunde, fhildert fein tiefes Elend, erhebt fich aber 
gulegt gu der Gewißheit, dak fein Erlöſer lebt.” Wbgefehen von diefem fehr be- 
dauerlichen Mangel und hingefehen auf da8, was diefer BibelausSgabe ihre befon- 
dere Cigentiimlidfeit verleiht, den ſchönen, reichen Bilderſchmuck, ift es wirklich 
eine Pradtbibel, und man fann faum verjtehen, wie fie gu diefem billigen Preife 
angeboten werden fann. Wir hoffen, dak man einmal auch die Bilder allein be- 
ziehen fann, die dann in Schule und Haus viele belehren und erfreuen werden. 
Defan Konrad Mad hat fie im Unhang auf 60 Seiten trefflid) erläutert. 
L. Firbhringer. 


The New Testament. A New Translation by James Moffatt, D.D. To- 
gether with the Authorized Version. Parallel Edition with Intro- 
duction. Richard R. Smith, Inc., New York. XLIII and 633 pages, 
5X7Y%. Price, $1.00. (Anvil Series of $1.00 religious books.) 


This is a very handy and cheap edition of the translation of the New 
Testament by James Moffatt, printed in parallel columns with the text 
of the Authorized Version. Every one reading Moffatt’s translation is 
enabled to see at a glance the difference between his work and the standard 
translation. He can also see at once that Moffatt’s translation is an ex- 
ample of modern liberal theology. While the Authorized Version trans- 
lates Matt. 1, 16 correctly according to all Greek manuscripts: “And Jacob 
begat Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus, who is called 
Christ,” Moffatt, on the other hand, following the Greek text edited by 
Von Soden, translates according to an obscure heretical Syrian fragment: 
“Jacob, the father of Joseph, and Joseph (to whom the Virgin Mary was 
betrothed), the father of Jesus, who is called Christ,” thus denying the 
miraculous virgin birth of Christ. The text of the New Testament is pre- 
ceded by an introduction covering 47 pages, written by Moffatt, giving his 
liberal, critical views with regard to the origin of the New Testament, 
and it will be worth while to some to read in such a small compass the 
views of one whose Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament 
is one of the outstanding and widely used modern critical introductions. 
Moffatt holds, for instance, that the Letter to the Ephesians was ad- 
dressed “to some unknown church or group of churches in Asia Minor, 
was afterwards given the misleading title of ‘To the Ephesians,’ but there 
is some doubt as to whether it was written by Paul or in his name by 
a later disciple” (p. XII). Of Hebrews he says: “When it was edited for 
its place in the canon, it received, like ‘Ephesians,’ a misleading title; for 
‘Hebrews,’ either as an equivalent for Jewish Christians or for Hebrew- 
speaking Jewish Christians, is inapplicable to the circle for whom this 
remarkable treatise was intended” (p.XV). Moffatt thinks it necessary 
to inform his readers of the sources of our present synoptic gospels as 
accepted by modern liberal criticism. He operates with Q and states: 
“By Q we mean the early collection drawn up from oral tradition in the 
Palestinian communities, mainly a collection of sayings of Jesus. It is 
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conveniently named Q from the first letter of Quelle (= source, in Ger- 
man); it forms the basis for most of the Marcan material common to 
Matthew and Luke. Whether Mark used it or not is uncertain” (p. XIX). 
Of the canon he says: “These twenty-seven books were not the only com- 
positions written or prized by the Early Church. They are a selection 
from a wider class. Others were in circulation, one or two as old as, if 
not older than, some of the later New Testament writings. How and why 
the selection was made which is known as the New Testament Canon is 
not a question that concerns us here” (p.XXIX). L. FUERBRINGER. 


JEſus. Bon Prof. D. Dr. Paul Feine. Drud und Verlag von C. Bertels- 
mann in Giiter$loh. 1930. X und 300 Seiten 6X814. Preis: M. 10; 
gebunden, M. 12. 


Nicht ein neues Leben JEſu wird in diefem Buche vorgelegt, obwohl der Ver- 
faffer, weithin befannt durch feine ,Cinleitung in das Neue Teftament” und feine 
„Theologie des Neuen Teſtaments“, infolge feiner langjahrigen Beſchäftigung mit 
den heiligen Schriften deS Neuen Bundes wie wenige Recht und Beruf hatte, ein 
foldeS Werk der Welt gu geben. Das hier Gebotene ift mehr grundlegender Art. 
Wie der Verfaffer felbft fagt, handelt es fich fiir ihn um zwei Dinge: „die Quellen- 
frage und die Zeichnung des bibliſchen JEſusbildes“. So priift er denn zunächſt 
die Ouellen auf ihre geſchichtliche Zuverläſſigkeit hin, und dann madt er fich daran, 
die Perfon JEſu in ihrer religiöſen Bedeutung gu ſchildern. Nach dem Gefagten 
ift es felbftverftinbdlich, Dak fo mance Cingelheit, die in einem Leben JEſu zur 
Beſprechung fommen würde, wie etwa die Reihenfolge der ECreigniffe wahrend der 
galiläiſchen Wirkſamkeit des Heilandes, hier nicht erirtert wird. Anftatt deffen 
werden die Fundamentalfragen, die ſich ein jeder beantworten mu, wie: Wer 
war JEſus iiberhaupt? Können wir etwas Gewiffes über ihn auSfagen? Was 
war ſeine Wufgabe? Was war der Hauptinhalt feiner Predigt? hier behandelt. 
Cinige Kapiteliiberfdriften des zweiten TeileS geben vielleidht den beften Aufſchluß 
iiber die Uufgabe, die ſich der Verfaffer geftellt hat: Die altteftamentliden Stellen 
bom Leiden; JEſu Leiden; JEſus und das Judentum; BEfus und die jeit- 
Gefhidhtliden Erldfungsreligionen; Die geiftige Gripe JEſu; Die körperliche Be- 
ſchaffenheit JEſu; AUffefte und Gemütsbewegungen JEſu. Natürlich fommen bei 
dieſen Erörterungen viele intereſſante kleinere Punkte zur Sprache. Feine iſt zum 
Beiſpiel, wie er hier ausführt, geneigt, die neuerdings auf Grund aſtronomiſcher 
Unterſuchungen ausgeſprochene Anſicht, JEſus fei am 7. April des Jahres 30 ge— 
kreuzigt worden, als richtig anzuerkennen. In bezug auf den ſcheinbaren Wider⸗ 
ſpruch zwiſchen den Synoptikern und Johannes über den Todestag JEſu, indem 
erſtere anſcheinend den 15. Niſan als ſolchen bezeichnen, während letzterer auf den 
14. Niſan hinzuweiſen ſcheint, ſpricht unſer Verfaſſer die überraſchende Vermutung 
aus, daß der TodeStag JEſu ſowohl der 14. als der 15. Niſan genannt werden 
tonnte, weil die Phariſäer und die Saddugier in einem Jahr, two das Paffabfeft 
unmittelbar in die Nahe eines Sabbats fiel (und das Todesjahr JEſu gehirte 
gu dieſer Rlaffe), nicht die gleidhe Datierung der Monatstage angewandt batten. 

Was den Gefamtcharatter des Buches betrifft, fo ift gu fagen, dak Feine ton- 
ſervativ gerichtet ift und an JEſu Gottheit und Erlsſertum fefthalten will. Daf 
die Evangelien uns blog oder hauptſächlich Legenden bieten, weift er energifd ab, 
und der Unficht über die Entftehung der Evangelien, die in unferer Zeit von der 
fogenannten formgeſchichtlichen Schule vertreten wird, ftellt er wichtige Erwägungen 
entgegen. Doch ift auc) er leider mehrfach vom Schriftgrund abgewiden. So 
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fagt et in einer Fußnote (S. 27): „Es handelt fic) in diefem überblick um die 
Grunbdjiige, nist die Wusgeftaltung des pauliniſchen Chriftusbildes; denn dak 
in daSfelbe, wie wir e8 aus den paulinifden Briefen erheben finnen, auch geit- 
geſchichtliche mythiſche Elemente Aufnahme gefunden haben, unterliegt feinem 
Zweifel.“ Bon der Irrtumsloſigkeit der Schrift will alfo Feine nichts wiffen. 
Kein Wunder, dak er den Coangelijten nicht abfolut traut, fondern es als feine 
Meinung ausſpricht, daß „keiner derjelben eine in jeder Hinficht rictige über— 
lieferung darbietet”. (S. 68.) 

Ebenſo will er nicht die alte lutherifde Lehre von der Bedeutung des Todes 
Chriftt teilen. ,Weit weg liegt fiir un die dogmatiſche Vorftellung, dak der Tod 
JEſu ein Ausflug des Zornes Gottes fei... . Wuch der Gedanke einer dingliden 
Leiftung, die JEfus an Gott habe darbringen miiffen, und gwar einer eiftung, 
die Das Wquivalent der gu fiihnenden Schuld der Menſchheit wire, ift weit abgu- 
tweifen.” (S. 200.) Feine behauptet, JEſus habe nicht fo etwas verfiindigt. Frei- 
lich, wie fic) Feine bei diefer Stellung den Zweck de Todes JEſu denkt, ift nidt 
leicht gu erfennen. Nach feiner Darftellung nimmt JEſus „als Gottes Sohn 
und König des GotteSreidhes den Siindertod auf fid) und ligt von Gott an feiner 
Perfon vollgiehen, was der Sünder im Tod erleidet”. (S. 201.) Iſt JEſus alfo 
dod unfer Stellvertreter? Die Sache wird nicht rect Har. Wus dem Gefagten 
geht hervor, dak neben vielen Borgiigen dieS Werk dod) auch ſchwerwiegende 
Mängel aufguweifen hat und darum nicht rückhaltlos empfohlen werden fann. 

W. Urndt. 


Between Two Worlds. The Romance of Jesus. By Daniel A. Poling. 
Harper and Brothers, Publishers, New York and London. 229 pages. 
Price, $2.00. 

This book is not worth reviewing; but because of the author’s posi- 
tion in the present church world and the advertising the book is getting 
it is perhaps well to inform the readers of these pages of that fact. It 
purports to be a life of Jesus and aims to show the human side of the 
Master; and the way the author caricatures the Lord is nothing less 
than blasphemous; yet he does it in a way and style that makes it rather 
attractive to the reader who sees nothing more in Christ than the Model 
Man. Harper and Brothers have done the world no service in publishing 
Dr. Poling’s latest. Keep it out of the hands of your young people. 

THEO. HOYER. 


Das Taufendjahrige Reid der lutheriſchen Kirche. (Offend. 20.) Bon Pfarrer 
tr. Müller. Imprimerie Mulhousienne, Mulhouse. 132 Geiten 
6X9%. Preis: 50 Cts. 

In diefer Schrift haben wir ein Referat, das bet Gelegenheit einer Synodal- 
verfammlung unferer elfaffifdhen Brüder vorgetragen worden ift. Es ift ein ſchwie— 
riges Thema, das dem Referenten geftellt wurde, und jede Seite des Buches zeugt 
bon fleipiger Urbeit. Befondere Exkurſe, die die Bearbeitung des Themas an die 
Hand gab, fonderlic) über die Bnfpiration, find vor allem von Wichtigkeit. 
Schreiber vertritt eine Anſicht von den taufend Jahren, die in den etwas ftarten 
Worten gum Ausdrud fommt: ,Wenn das aber nidt lehren und behaupten heift, 
mit deiner erften Wuferftehung durd den Glauben und mit deiner Geburt ins 
Leben Gottes bift du ſchon die taujend Jahre alt geworden, die am Anfang Ende 
und am Ende Anfang find, dann finnen wir aufhiren gu glauben und gu beten, 
dak Gott uns Vernunft und Sinne gegeben und erhalten habe.” (S. 103.) Wer 
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diefe Urbeit mit rechter Erbauung ftudieren will, wird wohl daran tun, gugleid) 
aud Luthers Cinleitung zur Offenbarung (vom Jahre 1545) gu lefen fowie die 
turgen Bemerfungen D. Piepers gu Offend. 20 in feiner ,Chriftl. Dogmatif’, IT, 
587 ff. P. E. Kretzmann. 


The Philosophy of the Good Life. By Charles Gore. Charles Scrib- 
ner’s Sons. 346 pages, 6X814. Price, $3.00. 


The author is a noted Anglican, whose viewpoint is reputedly con- 
servative. He is rated close to the evangelicals. As a matter of fact, 
much of his recent writing is modernistic, if not indeed mildly infidelic. 
The present volume is no exception to this criticism. It passes in review 
the major religions, beginning with Zoroaster and ending with the new 
cosmic speculations of Eddington and Jeans. There are chapters of con- 
siderable merit on Plato and Buddhism, and in his discussion of modern 
physical theories Bishop Gore proves himself conversant with the most 
recent discussion of the ideal background of the universe. He finds, and 
we agree with him there, “a general trend in the world of recent thought 
to acknowledge some positive tendency in evolution towards specific forms 
not yet realized, which cannot really be distinguished from design, to which 
Dr. Whitehead gives the name of ‘the principle of concretion,’ which he 
finds it necessary to postulate throughout nature and to which he gives 
the name of God. This ‘principle’ does not seem to me to be rationally 
conceivable as anything less than a presiding, purposeful mind, present 
from the beginning” (p. 244). This, of course, is a great recession from 
the old materialism. Dr.Gore quotes the conclusions of other scientists 
who are beginning to believe that the present theories of evolution are 
“not more than a convenient halting-place in the passage of contemporary 
philosophy from mechanistic materialism to the general recognition of 
design or purpose throughout nature — which surely involves the idea of 
God the Creator” (p. 250). The miraculous is no longer to be repudiated. 
To call miracles impossible is an attitude which is no longer maintainable. 
“It is hardly too much to say that Dr. Tennant had demonstrated its un- 
tenability; and Professor Hobson, in his Survey, has stated plainly and 
forcibly that ‘it is a piece of a-priori dogmatism, quite incapable of sub- 
stantiation on scientific grounds.’ Science does not know nearly enough 
to exclude the possibility of the miraculous from its idea of nature any 
more than to exclude the ‘free determination’ of human actions. How- 
ever, in these convictions the theologian is only following after the scien- 
tists who discarded mechanism while reputable theologians were still 
denying miracles. Quite evidently the author does not believe in the deity 
of Jesus, and his view of inspiration is such as to leave Zoroaster, Moses, 
Mohammed, and Jesus Christ all on the same level (pp. 143. 293). 

TH. GRAEBNER. 


Die Aufgabe der Apologeti~f. Bon P. Dr. Ulfred Adam, Pfarrer fiir 
Innere Miffion gu Wiesbaden. Verlag von Dirffling & Franke. Leipzig. 
148 Seiten. Preis: Gebheftet, M.5; gebunden, M. 6. 


Dies ift eine zeitgemäße, lefenSwerte und wiſſenſchaftlich gründliche Erörte— 
tung eines Themas, das die Gegenwart mit ihren neuen theologifden Problemen 
wieder zur Beſprechung bringt. Haben wir den Berfaffer recht verftanden, fo 
können wir dem Endrefultat feiner tiefgehenden Unterſuchung beipflidten. Der 
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Aufſatz fhlieht mit dem Fagit: ,Die Apologetik hat nur die Wufgabe, das Hiren 
des Evangeliums gu ermiglicden, foweit Menſchen dazu etwas tun können.“ 
(S. 128.) Wir halten dies fiir die eingig verniinftige und theologifd wie wiffen- 
ſchaftlich unanfechtbare Beftimmung der apologetifden Aufgabe. Auch darin 
ftimmen wit dem Autor bei, wenn er ſchreibt: ,Die Kirche hat den Wuftrag, die 
Welt gum Glauben gu rufen. Das aber heift: fie foll den Vollgug des Glaubens 
ermiglicen, foviel an ihr liegt; fie foll fowohl durd das Dididt der Glaubens- 
binderniffe einen Weg bahnen, als aud) die Geftalt der Botſchaft, die den neu- 
gebauten Weg gum Herzen der Hirer geht, von allen Anſtößen, die nidt in der 
Sache begriindet find, freimaden. Die Kirche braucht daher eine Disgiplin, in 
Der die Lehre von der Befeitigung der GlaubenShemmungen dargeboten wird.” 
(S. 127.) G8 ift aud gang unfere Meinung, wenn vorher ausgeführt wird: „Wir 
treten dafür ein, Daf die alte Benennung (,Apologetif’) beibehalten wird, zunächſt, 
weil fie uns trotz allem als ſachgemäßer erfdheint. Wir treiben in der WApologetif 
Doc) tatſächlich die ,Rechtfertigung’ der chriſtlichen überzeugung vor Draufen- 
ftehenden, indem wir unjern Glauben als Wahrheit ,bewaihren’ und ihn gegen 
„Vorwürfe‘ verteidigen.” (S. 125.) Vergeſſen wir aber nicht — und das gefdhieht 
dod) hier zuweilen trok aller flaren und fcharfen Durdhfiihrung de$ Hauptgedan- 
fenS —, dak die Upologetif, in der der Verfaffer Berithrungen findet mit der 
GefekeSpredigt, fdhlieflich nicht nur eine gang andere Wufgabe, fondern auch eine 
ganz andere Wirfung haben muß als die Predigt des göttlich injpivierten Wortes. 
Gnadenmittel wird der apologetifdhe Stoff nie. Die Disziplin fann nur eine 
fides humana, wie fid) unjere alten Theologen ausdriidten, ermiglicen, nie eine 
fides divina, die der Qeilige Geift felbft durch das göttliche Wort wirfen mug. 
Wir wollen den Wert der Wpologetif nicht verfennen, miiffen aber betonen, dah 
in der Praxis die gittlide Predigt ſchließlich felbft die durchgreifende Apologetif 
bleiben mug. Das Wort Gottes ift göttlich wirkſam, eben weil es von Gott ift; 
das Wort der apologetifden Rechtfertigung ift aber nur menſchlich wirkfam, eben 
weil es nur menſchlichen Urfprungs ift. Mit Recht hat D. F. Pieper die Wufgabe 
det Apologetik daher jo beftimmt: ,Die Apologetié ift nur dagu da, um dem Un- 
glaubigen ju jeigen, wie underniinftig fein Unglaube ift.” Bleibt die Wpologetit 
in dieſem Rahmen, fo ift fie ebenfo wirkſam wie beredjtigt. 

Es fehlt un$ an Naum, die Hauptunterfuchungen in diefer Arbeit eingehender 
gu beriidfidtigen. Da finden wir vieleS, dem wir beiftimmen, aber auch vieles, 
das gum Widerfprud auffordert. Wird 3.B. Sdhleiermacher als Apologetifer 
gelobt, fo darf dod) nie vergeffen werden, dak Schleiermacher notgedrungen Ddiefe 
Disziplin gerade deSwegen in falſche Bahnen leiten mufte, weil feine ganze Theo- 
logie ſpekulativ-kritiſch eingeſtellt war. Seine pringipielle Unterordnung det 
Theologie unter die Philofophie macht eine Apologetik im bisher verftandenen 
Sinn der Kirche ebenfo unmiglid) wie unndtig. Liegt nicht darin der Grund, 
daß wir bon der Hand Sehleiermachers feine ausgeführte Apologetik haben? Aud 
feine Schiiler fiihrten neben der Upologetif vorbei, weil fie gu fehr den Bahnen 
ihres Meifters folgten. Ebenſo wird die gegenwartige dialektiſche Ridtung in 
der Theologie das eigentliche Gebiet der Upologeti€ nicht recht einzuſchätzen wiffen, 
eben weil fie fic) nicht voll und gang darauf befinnt, was Theologie nad Schrift 
und Befenntnis ijt. Die Kritik des Berfaffers ift hier fehr angebracht, diirfte 
fogar verfchirft werden. Gerade das hat dem Autor gur Klarheit verholfen, daf et 
fid in den Hauptzügen an Luther und an dem lutheriſchen Befenntnis neu orien: 
tiert hat. In diefer ſchwankenden, widerſpruchsvollen Beit wird die Arbeit gut 
rechten Wuffaffung der Apologetik beitragen. J. T. Müller. 
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The Story of Luther. By W. @. Polack. Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. IX and 155 pages, 5X714. Price, 60 cts. 


It is the old story in a new dress. “Nothing particularly new has 
been added,” the publishers say; “the mode of presentation, however, has 
been, we think, beneficially influenced by the fact that the author was not 
obliged to design the book for a classroom in primary schools.” It is a book 
that the general reader will enjoy as well as the upper-grade pupils in our 
schools. It is smoothly written, in pleasing, yet effective style. One of 
the appealing features of the book is that Luther himself is frequently in- 
troduced as his own biographer; Luther’s words have their own peculiar 
quality, and reading these samples may induce one or the other reader to 
try more of the same kind and delve more deeply into his writings. — 
While the book is “written fof the general public, not specifically the 
school-age or high-school-age public,” it is among the latter that it should 
find its greatest field. Our young people— and most of us older people, 
but chiefly our youth — do not know enough of the great Reformer, of the 
conditions in the Church that made the Reformation necessary, of the 
characteristics of Luther’s Reformation that made it successful. Professor 
Polack’s book is especially adapted for study in Sunday-school and Walther 
League Bible classes, a series of “Study Helps” being added. Devote a few 
weeks before the Reformation-festival to the study of Luther’s life and 
use this book as a text-book; it will help to make your young people 
more intelligent and better-informed Lutherans. THEO. Hoyer. 


Der Islam, wie ish ihn fah. Bon Mijffionar H% Sdhinberger. Verlag der 
Evangelifhen Mohammedanermiffion, Wiesbaden. 40 Seiten 6X9. Preis: 
40 €t8. portofrei. 


Es ift dieS eine furze, aber überaus intereffante Sdjrift, die in trefflicer 
Weife den Mohammedanismus haratterifiert und die Schwierigkeiten der Miffions- 
avbeit unter den Anhängern des Islams ſchildert. Wer fic) darüber toundert, 
daß chriftlide Miffionare nicht erfolgreicher find in ihrem Wirfen unter den Mo— 
hammedanern, der leſe diefe Brofdiire. Nach einem Borwort von Miffions- 
infpeftor Pfarrer Held und einer Einleitung finden wir vier längere Kapitel mit 
Diefen überſchriften: 1. Entftehung und Uusbreitung des Islams. 2. Der Inhalt 
Diefer Religion. 3. Dunkle iefen: die Stellung der Frau. 4. Die Miffions- 
arbeit unter den Mohammedanern. Während einerfeits der Fanati8mus und der 
{hier beifpiellofe Stolz der Mohammedaner chriftliden Arbeitern die größten Hin- 
derniffe in den Weg legen, ift doch auch andererfeits nicht gu leugnen, daß eine 
neue Zeit angebroden gu fein ſcheint, fo dak 3. B. das alte Gefek, das jeden Mo- 
hammedaner mit dem Lode beftrafen läßt, der feine Religion aufgibt, in den 
meiften mohammedanifden Ländern heute nicht mehr durchgefiihrt wird. Der 
Verfaſſer ſchreibt darüber: „Es gibt heute in allen mohammedanifden Landern 
{hon viele, die Chriften geworden find, ohne dak ihnen viel geſchehen ware.” 
Mehrere Heine Erzählungen, mit denen die Broſchüre ſchließt, zeigen, daß auch 
bet Anhängern des Islams ſich das Evangelium als eine Gotteskraft beweiſt, die 
da ſelig macht alle, die daran glauben. W. Arndt. 
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Cingegangene Literatur. 
Verlag von Dirffling & Frante, Leipzig: 


Luthertum und fogziale Frage. Von D. Dr. J. S. S hb f fel und Dr. theol. 
Adolf KRiberle. 110 Seiten 54%,X8%. Preis: M. 2. 


Verlag von C. BertelSmann, Gütersloh: 

Die Veurteilung des Cigentums im deutſchen Proteftantismus feit 1848, 
bon Theodor Lord. 173 Seiten 54%X8%. Preis: M. 5. 

Der Primat des Wortes in der evangelifden Kirde. Bon D. Fr. B. 
Sdhmidt. 28 Seiten 54%4X8. Preis: M.1. 


Das Dogma und die Kirde des Glaubens. Bon D. Fr. W. Schmidt. 
31 Seiten 54%2X8. Preis: M.1. 


3m Selbftberlag des BVerfaffers, Uler. Löbels, Berlin: 
Shineberg: 


Verfud ciner Löſung des Trinitatsproblem8. Bon AUler. Lobel. 
24 Seiten 6X9. Preis: M. 1.25. 


Verlag don Paul Miller, Minden: 

Chriſtliche Wehrkraft der Jüngſten. Die Jungſcharbewegung. Dargeboten 
von Rektor Wilhelm Ley. GVierzehnter Band der Bücherfolge „Chriſtliche 
Wehrkraft“.) 95 Seiten 5X74. Preis: M. 1.50. 

Ungliubige Jugend. Von M. Verde. Sechzehnter Band. 90 Seiten. 
Preis: M. 1.50. 

Der Anmarfd der „Gottloſen“. Gegenwartsaufgaben des Volkslehrers. 
Von Reftor Wilhelm Ley. Siebsehnter Band. 68 Seiten. Preis: M. 1.50. 

Das junge Madden unter der Gewalt de öffentlichen Lebens. Bon 
Hans Pfirtner. Achtzehnter Band. 86 Seiten. Preis: M. 1.50. 


Verlag bon Adolf Klein, Leipzig: 

Wer hat recht, Pfarrer oder Freidenfer? Cin Zwiegeſpräch von Lic. theol. 
Dr. phil. FriedDrid Biller und Schriftſteller Frig Bach mann. 98 Seiz 
ten 544X8. Prei8: M. 2. 
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